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PREFACE. 





I pusiisn to the world the result of my labours upon the epistle 
to the Romans, with unfeigned diffidence, and with a trembling sense 
of the responsibility which I incur by so doing. This epistle has 

_ been the grand arena, if I may so express myself, on which theo- 
logical combatants have been contending, ever since the third centu- 
ry ; and perhaps still earlier. ‘The turn which the apostle James has > 
given to his discussion respecting justification, makes it probable, 
that even in his time there were some who abused the words of Paul, — 
in his epistle to the Romans, concerning the doctrine of ‘ justification 
by faith without the deeds of law.’ If so, then it would seem, that 
there has been no period since this epistle was written, in which its 

meaning has not been more or less a subject of contest. 
a _ How could this be otherwise, since it discusses the highest and . 
“most difficult of all the doctrines which pertain to the Christian sys-._ 
tem? Men must be more alike in their early education, their illu- ἢ 
τς mination, their habits of reasoning, and their theological convictions, ° 
_ than they have hitherto been; and they must love God and each other, . 
better than they have ever yet done; not to differ in their interpreta- . 
tion of the epistle to the Romans. It strikes at the root of all hu- 
man pride and vain glory; it aims even a deadly blow. And where 
a passionate attachment to these is rankling in the breast, how is it 
possible that this epistle should meet with a welcome reception, and 
the authority of its simple and obvious meaning be admitted? Even - - 
where the remains of such an attachment are still lurking within, 
and only now and then developing themselves, because the heart is 
in some measure unsanctified, there we cannot expect to find an un- 
prejudiced interpretation of the writing in question. An epistle 
) which is as it were the very Confession of Faith that a true Christian 
is to make, must needs receive an interpretation more or less forced, 
on the part of all who are influenced by pride, by passion, by preju- 
dice, by ill-directed early instruction, or by ignorance. 
: ᾿ For these reasons, an interpreter of this epistle must expect op- | 
ἢ position at the present day, let his views be what they may. Be he 
Calvinist, Arminian, Pelagian, Antinomian, Socinian, or of any 
other sect, it is in vain for him to think of escape. Paul is a writer 
too formidable to acknowledged as an opponent. Hence, when 
4 he is interpreted ie the views of one party in any particular point 
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seem to be favoured, the others are very apt to unite in condemning 
the interpretation. Nothing will satisfy them, but to have such a 
writer explained as siding with them. Alas then for the interpreter! 
While he-meets, perhaps, with the approbation of a fewy he must of 
course expect the vehement dissent of many. He must make up his 
mind, therefore, before he publishes, to bear with all this, and to 
bear with it patiently and firmly; or else he had better abstain from 
publishing. It may appear to him as a very undesirable remunera- 
tion for painful and long-protracted labours; but it is one which 
others have been obliged to receive, and which he also.must expect. 

The only offset for all the pain which this may occasion him, must be 
the hope, that his labours after all may do some good; and that, if 
they do not themselves on the whole directly advance the cause of 
truth, they may at least be the means of exciting others to make in- 
quiries, which will result in the accomplishment of such an end. 

For myself, I do not profess to be‘free from all prejudices of edu- 
cation and all attachment to system, in such a degree as to male it 
certain that my views may not sometimes be affected by them. Nor 
do I profess to be so illuminated in respect to divine things, and so 
skilled in the original language and criticism of the New Testament, 
as to be certain that all my conclusions respecting the meaning of 
the epistle before us, are correct. Homo sum, et nihil ab hominibus 
me alienum puto. When, therefore, I speak in the indicative mood, 
and say that this means thus and so, the reader will not understand 
that any thing more is intended, than that thisis true in my opinion. 
To be always dealing in the conditional mode, and filling one’s pages 
with if, perhaps, probably, possibly, may it not, can it not, etc., etc., 
would be intolerable in such a writing as a commentary. Besides, 
it would represent the author himself as in a perpetual state of doubt 
or uncertainty. This I cannot truly say of myself. My convictions, 
for the most part, have become definite and full in respect to far the 
greater portion of the epistle to the Romans. To represent them 
otherwise, would be to misrepresent them. 

But this does not imply, that I am insensible of the weakness of 
human nature, or of my exposedness to err. If I have any know- 
ledge of my own heart, it is very far from such insensibility. After 
all, however, a man whois liable to err, may form opinions, and may 
be satisfied that they are correct. This all men do, and must do; 
and all which can be properly demanded of them is, that they should 
hold themselves open to conviction, whenever adequate reasons are 
offered to convince them of their errors. 

In this position, I trust and believe, do I hold myself, as to the 
opinions advanced in the interpretations that follow. I can say truly, 
that there are no opinions advanced here, which have been hastily 
taken up. I have been long engaged in the exposition of the epistle 
to the Romans, and have studied it much more than any other part 
of the bible. Ἰ have taken an extensive range in consulting com- 
mentators ancient and modern, as well as exegeses contained in theo- 
. logical essays and ee This, however, Ε mention for one pur- 
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pose, and one only, viz., to shew that I ἜΝ not come lightly to - 
responsible task of writing and publishing a commentary on the epis- 
tle under consideration ; and that the opinions, therefore, which are 
advanced in it, are not the offspring of mere education or hasty con- 
jecture. 

τ Dissent, and probably contradiction, are almost of course to be ex- 
pected. I may be permitted, however, respectfully to solicit those who 
may see fit to publish any thing of this nature, that they would investi- 
gate thoroughly, before they condemn what I have said. When they 
have so done, I shall value their opinion, however it may differ from 
my own. Aiming, as I trust I do, at the development of truth, I 
shall rejoice to find any of my errors corrected; for errors no doubt 
there are in my work ; and if the correction be made in the spirit of 
love and Christian friendship, so much the more acceptable will it be. 
If it be made in a different spirit, and is still a real correction, I 
would fain hope for magnanimity enough to say: Fas est ab hoste 
docert. 

rom some of those who have never deeply stidied the epistle to 
the Romans, and who have a traditional and systematic exegesis 
which answers their purposes in an ὦ priori way, | may probably ex- 
pect, in regard to some things, vehement and unqualified dissent. 
Such, however, can hardly assert the right of demanding that my 
views should be accommodated to theirs ; since we proceed, in our re- 
spective interpretations, on grounds so exceedingly diverse. I hope, 
therefore, that such will excuse me from any obligation to contend 
with their exegesis. 

To those who may differ from me, after thorough research, I can 
only say: ‘ The field is open; as open for you as forme. You have 
the same right to publish your thoughts to the world, as I have to 
publish mine; and as good a right to defend your views, as I have 
to proffer mine. The result of doing this, if done with deep, atten- 
tive, protracted consideration, and in the spirit of kindness, cannot 
be otherwise than favourable to the interests of truth. I may not live 
to vindicate my own views where just, or to abandon the errors of 
which you might convince me; but others will live, who will do the 
one or the other for me, should it become necessary. ‘The truth, at 
last, must and will prevail. 4 

I confess, frankly, that I do not expect, for this book, the favour 
of such as are truly sectarians. I have written it, so far as in my 
power, without any regard to sect or name. Doubtless my efforts 
have been imperfect ; but so far as in me lay, the one only and sim- 
ple inquiry with me has been: What did Paul mean to teach? What 
Calvin, or Augustine, or Edwards, or Arminius, or Grotius, or any 
other theologian or commentator has taught or said, has been with 
me only secondary and subordinate. No one is farther from disre- 
spect to the great and good, than myself; but when explaining the 
Bible, to call no man master, and to bow to no system as such, are 
sacred principles with me. "If I have not always adhered to them, 
it results from my imperfection; not from any conscious and allowed 
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design. Of course, all party men in theology, will probably find 
some things in the following pages with which they will not agree. 
How can it be otherwise? I have, to the utmost of my power, left 


. their systems out of sight, and made it my constant and only effort, 


to follow simply the way in which the apostle seems to lead me. 
Such a course will be estimated differently from what it now is, when 
less attachment to system and party in theology, and more of simple- 
hearted love of the truth just as it stands in the Scripture, shall pre- 
vail in the churches. 

My views of Rom. 5: 12—19, of 7: 5—25, and of 8: 28, seq., 
will no doubt be controverted. I have anticipated this; for who can 
help knowing, that these passages have, for time immemorial, been the 
great πρόσκομμα καὶ σκανδαλον of theology? To hazard an inter- 
pretation here, and not to accompany it with reasons, would be justly 
deemed presumptuous. To give reasons, demands at least the ap- 
pearance of theologizing. Whatever of this exists in the Commen- 
tary or the Excursus, is, I may say, involuntary on my part. It is in- 
serted only to guard against being misunderstood, or else to support 
the interpretation which 1 have given. In order to do this, it is now 
and then necessary, to shew that a different interpretation is replete 
with difficulties, some of which are insurmountable. 

Those who are disposed to find fault with what they may call my 
theological discussions, (brief and seldom as they are), would proba- 
bly not make any objections to such discussions, had the result of 
them been accordant with their own views, or with those of the au- 
thors whom they highly esteem. But how can 1 be under obligation, 
to make wishes of this nature a rule to guide my interpretations, or 
my explanation and defence of them? I know of no precept in the- 
ory, nor any obligation from usage, which hinders an interpreter from 
reasoning upon the doctrines which the Scriptures appear to teach, 
or which they have been represented as teaching. How can it be 
one’s duty, not to guard against the misrepresentation of his own 
views in respect to the meaning of Scripture, and not to defend those 
views by producing the arguments which appear to justify them ? 

Whatever the following pages contain, either of truth or error, 


‘they have been written under no ordinary sense of responsibility. 


The epistle itself must needs create such a feeling in the breast of 
every reflecting man, who undertakes to comment upon it; and in 
addition to this, I have been repeatedly interrupted in my labours by 
my state of health; and this, under circumstances which rendered it 
not improbable, that I should not live to see the completion of my 
work. The day of my account cannot be far distant; and in view 
of it, can I publish to the world what I do not seriously regard as 
being true? Can party purposes have any strong attractions for a 
man in such acondition? I hope and trust I can say, that the tribu-. 
nal before which this and all other works are to be finally judged, ap- 
pears to me a matter of immeasurably higher interest, than all the 
praise or blame which men can bestow. { 

May that omniscient and merciful Being, the God of love and 
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truth, forgive whatever of error may be in this book; and accept and 
bless to the good of his church, whatever of truth is explained or de- 
fended ! 

I should be ungrateful, if I should omit to mention my special 
obligations to some of the interpreters, who have laboured to explain 
the epistle to the Romans. Calvin, Grotius, J. A. Turretin, Flatt, 
and Tholuck, have been my favourite authors; although I have by 
no means confined my reading to these. Most of all am I indebted 
to the excellent book of Tholuck on this epistle. In particular, I 
have often relied on him, in my statements with respect to the opin- 
ions of other commentators, whom I had not at hand, or whom I did 
not think it important to consult myself, because I confided in his ac- 
count of their views. But in all cases, where any considerable im- 
portance was attached to the opinion of this or that individual, and 
where it was in my power to consult, I have consulted for my- 
self. Prof. Tholuck will easily perceive, also, if the following sheets 
should pass under his eye, that I am indebted to him for various 
classical quotations and allusions, and also for not a few valuable phi- 
lological remarks, as well as views of the reasoning and argumenta- 
tion of the apostle. He has my most unfeigned thanks, for all.the aid 
which his excellent work has afforded me. 

He will also perceive, that in some places I differ from him; I 
do this, as I trust, in the spirit of kindness and brotherly love. When 
I do differ, I always give my reasons for it. As I fully believe, that 
his only aim is to come to the knowledge and development of truth ; 
so I trust he will put a candid estimate on the full and frank expres- 
sion of my own views, where they differ from his. May our respec- 
tive labours and inquiries help to promote the great object which we 
both have in view ! ’ 

Throughout, I have adopted and expressed no views or opinions, 
without study ; and none upon the authority of others. Those who 
read the following pages, will perceive, I apprehend, that while I have 
not neglected the study of other writers, I have not omitted to study 
and think for myself. In this way only can any advance be hoped for, 
in the all-important work of interpreting the Bible. 

I have only to add, that the present work is designed, in a special 
manner, for beginners in the study of interpretation ; and this fact will 
account for the occasional repetitions and particularity of illustration, 
which the reader will not unfrequently meet with, in his perusal of 
this volume. If all the young men in our country, who repair to the- 
ological Seminaries, or who devote themselves in any way to the stu- 
dy of sacred criticism, had been trained in early life to the study of 
the classics, on such grounds as are adopted in the Gymnasia of Eu- 
rope, many a minute remark might be spared which is now made. 
The reader, who finds some things which are superfluous for himself, 
when he ealls this to mind, will grant me pardon for being minute 
and particular. Commentary written in a general way, leaves only a 
general and indistinct impression. It is not my aim to accomplish 
merely such an end. 
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The more practised interpreter will not, for the most part, be dis- 
pleased with being frequently reminded of principles in grammar and 
criticism, which are in themselves important, and which need, in our 
biblical studies, to be kept constantly before the mind. 

I cannot close this preface, without expressing my obligations to 
Mr. Leonard Woods, jun., who has with great assiduity, perseverance, 
and kindness, assisted in the correction of the press, in nearly all the 
sheets of the present volume, and whose aid has been important to 
me, on account of the ability and accuracy with which it has been 


rendered. 
MOSES STUART. 


Theological Seminary; Andover, 
Sept. 1832. 


THE 


EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Introduction and Salutation. 


I. Paot, a servant of Jesus Christ,a chosen apostle, set apart for 
2 the gospel of God, ' which he formerly published by his prophets in 
3 the holy Scriptures, | concerning his Son, (who was of the seed of 
4 David as to the flesh, | [and] was constituted the Son of God with 
power as to his holy spiritual nature, after his resurrection from the 
5 dead), Jesus Christ our Lord, ' (by whom we have received grace . 
and the office of an apostle, in order to promote the obedience of 
6 faith among all nations, for his name’s sake, ' among whom are ye 
7 also, called of Jesus Christ), ' to all who are at Rome, beloved of 
God, chosen saints; grace be unto you, and peace from God our 
Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 
8 First, 1 thank my God, through Jesus Christ, on account of you 
9 all, that your faith is spoken of in all the world. For God is my 
witness, whom I truly serve in the gospel of his Son, how unceasing- 
10 ly I make remembrance of you, ! always asking in my prayers, 
that at some time or other, if possible before long, I may (God will- 
11 ing) make a prosperous journey, and come to you. For I am de- 
sirous to see you, in order to bestow on you some spiritual favour, 
12 so that you may be confirmed. This is also [my desire], to be com- 
forted among you by the mutual faith both of you and me. 
18 Moreover I would not have you ignorant, brethren, that I hive of- 
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ten purposed to come unto you, (but have been hindered unt now), 
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that I might have some fruit among you, as also among other Gen- 
14 tiles. Iam a debtor to both Greeks and Barbarians, to both the 
15 learned and the unlearned: such being the case, I am ready, ac- 
cording to my ability, to preach the gospel even to you who are at 
Rome. 


Subjects of consideration proposed, which constitute the distinguishing traits of the gospel. 
16 For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, since it is the pow- 
er of God unto the salvation of every one that believeth; to the Jew 
17 first, and then to the Greek. For the justification which is of God, 
is revealed by it, [justification] by faith, in order that we may be- 
18 lieve ; as it is written: “The just shall live by faith.’ Moreover 
the wrath of God from heaven is revealed against all ungodliness, 
and unrighteousness of men who hinder the truth by unrighteous- 


ness. 


Universal depravity and guilt of the Gentiles. 

19 Because that which might be known concerning God, is manifest 
20 to them; for God hath manifested it to them; ! (for the invisible 
things of him, since the creation of the world, are clearly seen by 

the things which are made, even his eternal power and Godhead) ; 

21 so that they are without excuse: because, when they knew God, 
they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful, but became 
vain in their imaginations, and their inconsiderate mind was dark- 

22 ened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, ' and 
23 exchanged the glory of the immortal God for an image like to mor- 
24 tal man, and fowls, and four-footed beasts, and reptiles. Wherefore 
God even gave them up, in the lusts of their hearts, to uncleanness, 

25 to dishonour their own bodies among themselves; who exchanged 
the true God for a false one, and worshipped and served the crea- 

26 ture more than the Creator, who is blessed forever, Amen! On ac- 
gaunt of this, God gave them up to base passions ; for their women 
27 changed their natural use into that which is against nature. And — 
in like manner also the males, leaving the natural use of the fe- 
male, burned in their lust toward each other, males with males do- 
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ing that which is shameful, and receiving in themselves the reward 
28 of their error which isdue. And inasmuch as they did not like to re- 
tain God in their knowledge, God gave them up to a reprobate mind, 
_ 29 to do those things which are base ; being filled with all iniquity, un- 
cleanness, malice, covetousness, mischief; full of envy, murder, 
30 strife, deceit, malevolence; backbiters, open slanderers, haters of 
God, railers, proud, boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to 
31 parents, ' inconsiderate, covenant-breakers, destitute of natural af- F 
32 fection, implacable, unmerciful: who knowing the ordinance of God, 
that they who do such things are worthy of death, not only do the 
same things, but even bestow commendation on those who do them. 


The Jews equally guilty with the Gentiles. 

IJ. Turrerore thou art without excuse, O man, whoever thou art 
that condemnest ; for in condemning another thou passest sentence 
upon thyself, since thou who condemnest, doest the same things. 

2 Now we know that the judgment of God is according to truth, 
3 against those who do such things. Dost thou think then, O man, 
who condemnest those that do such things, and doest the same, that 
4 thou shalt escape the judgment of God? Or dost thou despise his 
abounding goodness, and forbearance, and long suffering? not ac- 
knowledging that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance, 
5 |! but according to thy hard and impenitent heart, treasuring up for 
thyself wrath in the day of wrath, when the righteous judgment of 
6 God shall be revealed; who will render to every man according to 
7 his works: to those who by patient continuance in well-doing seek 
8 for glory and honour and immortality, eternal life; but to those 
who are contentious and disobey the truth and obey unrighteous- 
9 ness, indignation and wrath. Affliction and distress [shall be] upon 
every soul of man that doeth evil, first of the Jew and then of the Greek; 

10 but glory and honour and peace [shall be] to every one who doeth 

11 good, first to the Jew and then to the Greek ; (for with God there 

12 is no respect of persons; since so many as have sinned without law 

4 will perish without law, and so many as have sinned under the law 
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13 will be condemned by the law, ' because it is not those that hear 
the law who are just with God, but those that obey the law who will 
14 be justified ; for when the Gentiles who have no law, doin a natural 
state such things as the law requireth, these being destitute of the _ 
15 law, are a law to themselves; who shew that the work which the 
law requireth, is written upon their hearts, their conscience bearing 
witness, and their thoughts alternately accusing or excusing) ; in the 
16 day when God shall judge,the secret things of men by Jesus Christ, 
according to my gospel. 
17 Τῇπον thou art called a Jew, and dost rest upon the law, and 
18 make thy boast of God, ! and art acquainted with [his] will, and 
canst distinguish things which differ, being instructed by the law; 
19 thou art confident, too, of being thyself a guide to the blind, a light 
20 to those who are in darkness, | an instructor of the ignorant, a teach- 
er of little children, one having the representation of true knowledge 
21 in the law ; dost thou, then, who teachest another, not instruct thy- 
25 self? Dost thou who preachest against stealing, thyself steal? ! Dost 
thou who forbiddest to commit adultery, thyself commit adultery ? 
Dost thou who abhorrest idols, thyself commit robbery in holy 
23 things? Dost thou who makest thy boast of the law, thyself dishon- 
24 our God by transgressing the law? ‘For the name of God is 
25 blasphemed by you among the Gentiles ;” as it is written. Circum- 
cision indeed is profitable, if thou dost obey the law; but if thou 
art a transgressor of the law, thy circumcision becometh uncircumci- 
26 sion. Ifthen he who is uncircumcised keep the precepts of the 
27 law, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for circumcision? Yea, 
he who keepeth the law, in his natural uncircumcised state, will con- 
demn thee, who, in possession of the Scriptures and a partaker of 
28 circumcision, art a transgressor of the law. For he is not a Jew, 
who is one outwardly ; ; nor is that which is outward, [merely] in the 
~ 29 flesh, circumcision. But he is a Jew, who is one inwardly ; and 
circumcision is of the heart, spiritual not literal; whose praise is not 
of men, but of God. 
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Answer to some objections. Further confirmation of the depravity and guilt of the Jews. 
General conclusion from the facts stated, 


TL. ‘Wuar then is the advantage of the Jew? Or what the profit 
of circumcision 7᾽ 

2 Much, in divers respects; the most important however is, that 
they were entrusted with the oracles of God.  « 

3 ‘What then if some did not believe? Will their unbelief ren- 
der the faithfulness of God of no effect ?’ 

4 By no means; but let God be [counted] true, although every 
man [be counted] false; as it is written: “That thou mightest be 
justified when thou speakest, and overcome when thou judgest.” 

8 ‘ But if our unrighteousness commend the righteousness of God, 
what shall we say? Is God unjust, who inflicteth punishment”? 

6 (I speak after the manner of men). By no means; otherwise, 
how shall God judge the world? 

7 ‘Still, if God’s faithfulness to his word has, on account of my 
deceitfulness, abounded more unto his glory, why am I any longer 
condemned as a sinner 2” 

8 Shall we then [say], (as it is slanderously reported and as some 
affirm that we do say): Let us do evil that good may come? whose 
condemnation is just. 

9 ‘What then? Have we any pre-eminence?’ None at all; for 
we have already made the accusation against both Jews and Gen- 

10 tiles, that they are all under sin. As it is written : “ There is none 
11 righteous, not even one; there is none who understandeth, there is 
12 none who seeketh after God; all have gone out of the way, together 
have they become corrupt; there is none who doeth good, not even 
13 one. Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues do 
14 they deceive. The poison of asps is under their lips. ' Whose mouth 
15 is full of cursing and bitterness. Their feet are swift to shed blood; 
10 ; destruction and misery attend their steps;' the way of peace 
18 they know not. There is no fear of God before their eyes. 
19 Now we know that whatsoever things the law ene it speaketh 
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to those who have the law; so that every mouth must be stopped, 
20 and the whole world become guilty before God. Wherefore by 

works of law shall no flesh be justified before him ; for by law is the 

knowledge of sin. 


®  Gretuitous Justification by Christ is the only way of salvation. 
21 But now, the justification which is of God, without law, is re- 
vealed ; to which testimony is given by the law and the prophets; 
22 a justification, moreover, which [15 of God by faith in Jesus Christ, 
[offered] to all and [bestowed] on all who believe; for there is no 
23 distinction. For all have sinned and come short of the glory which 
24 God bestows, | being justified freely by his grace through the re- 
25 demption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God hath set forth as a 
propitiatory [sacrifice] by faith in his blood, in order to declare his 
justification with respect to the remission of sins formerly committed 
26 during the forbearance of God ; in order to declare his justification 
at the present time; so that he might be just and yet the justifier of 
him that believeth in Jesus. 
27 Where then is boasting? It is excluded. By whatlaw? Of 
28 works? Nay, but by the law of faith ; for we have come to the con- 
29 clusion, that aman is justified by faith, without works of law. Is he 
the God of the Jewsonly’? Is he not also of the Gentiles? Yea, of 
30 the Gentiles also ; since it is one and the same God who will justify 
31 the circumcised by faith, and the uncircumcised by faith. Do we 
then make void the law, through faith? By no means; we confirm 
the law. 


The Scriptures of the Old Test., i.e. the law, teach the doctrine of Justification by grace only. 


IV. “Ὑπατ then shall we say that Abraham our father obtained, in 
respect to the flesh? 

2 [Much] ;* if, however, Abraham was justified by works, he hath 

3 ground for glorying; but [this he hath] not before God. For 

what saith the Scripture? ‘‘ And Abraham believed God, and it 








* Comp. 3: 1, 2. 
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4 was counted to him for righteousness.” Now to him that worketh, 

5 reward is not counted as a matter of grace, but as a debt; but to 
him who worketh not, but believeth on him who justifieth the un- 
godly, his faith is counted for righteousness. 

6 In like manner, also, David describeth the blessedness of the 

7 man, to whom God imputeth righteousness without works : “ Bless- 
ed are they, whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are cov- 

8 ered; blessed is the man, to whom the Lord imputeth not iniqui- 
ty. os 

9 ‘[Cometh] this blessedness, then, upon those who are circum- 


᾽) 


cised [only], or also upon the uncircumcised? For we say, that 
faith was counted to Abraham for righteousness.’ 

10 How then was it counted? While he was in a state of circum- 
cision, or of uncircumcision? Not in a state of circumcision, but of 

11 uncircumcision? And he received the sign of circumcision, as a 
seal of the righteousness by faith which [he possessed] in a state of 
uncircumcision ; in order that he might be the father of all the 
uncircumcised who believe, so that righteousness might be counted 

12 to them ; and also the father of the circumcised, who are not only 
of the circumcision, but walk in the steps of that faith which our 
father Abraham had while in a state of uncircumcision. 

13 For the promise was not made by law to Abraham or to his seed, 
that he should be heir of the world; but by the righteousness of faith. 

14 If now they who are of the law, are heirs, faith is rendered of no 
effect, and the promise is made void; for the law is the occasion of 
wrath, because where there is no law, there is no transgression. 

16 On this account it was of faith, that it might be of grace, in order 
that the promise might be sure to all the seed, not only to him who 
is under the law, but to him who is of the faith of Abraham ;—who 

17 is the father of us all, ' (according to what is written : “ A father of 
many nations have I made thee’), in the sight of God in whom he 
believed, who giveth life to the dead, and calleth the things which 
are not, as if they were. 

18 [1 was] he who, against hope, believed in hope that he should 

5" 


ψί 
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become the father of many nations, (according to what had been 
19 said: ‘‘ So shall thy seed be’); '! and being not weak in faith, he 
considered not his own body already dead (as he was about one hun- 
20 dred years of age), nor yet the deadness of Sarah’s womb; neither 
did he through unbelief doubt the promise of God, but he was strong 
21 in faith, giving glory to God; yea, he was fully persuaded that what 
22 he had promised, he was also able to perform. Wherefore it was 
23 verily counted to him for righteousness. But it was not recorded 
‘merely for his sake, that it was counted to him; but also for our 
sake to whom it will be counted, to us who believe on him who 
24 raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead, ' who was delivered up on 
account of our offences, and was raised for the sake of our justifica- 
tion. 


The Fruits of Justification, as to their certainty and extent. 
V. °Tuererore being justified by faith, we have peace with God, 
2 through our Lord Jesus Christ; by whom also we have obtained 


access, through faith, unto this state of grace in which we stand, 


_and rejoice in hope of the glory of God. 
3 And not only so, but we rejoice also in our afflictions ; knowing 
4 that affliction produceth patience, ' and patience approbation, and 
5 approbation hope, ' and hope maketh not ashamed; for the love of 
God is shed abroad in our hearts, by the Holy Spirit which is given 
6 tous. For while we were yet without strength, Christ died in due 
7 time for the ungodly. Now scarcely for a just man will any one 
die ; although for a good man some one, perhaps, might even ven- 
8 ture to die. But God commendeth his love to us, in that while we 
9 were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much more, then, beg now 
10 justified by his blood, shall we be saved from wrath by him. For if, 
when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death 
of his Son; much more, being reconciled, shall we be saved by his 

life. 
11 Αμπᾶ not only so, but we also rejoice in God through our Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom we have now obtained reconciliation. 


* 


~ 
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12 In respect to this [I say], as by one man sin entered the world, 

and death by sin; and in like manner death came upon all men, 
13 because that all have sinned; (for until the law sin was in the 
14 world, although sin is not accounted of where there is no law; yet 
death reigned from Adam unto Moses, even over those who had not 








_ ‘Sinned in like manner as Adam transgressed ; who is a type of him 
that was to come. But not as the offence, so the free gift also; for 
“if by the offence of one the many died, much more has the grace of 
God and the gift which is by the grace of one man, Jesus Christ, 
16 abounded unto the many. Yea, not as [the condemnation] by one 
who sinned, is the free gift; for sentence was by one [offence] unto 
condemnation, but the free gift is unto justification from many of 
17 fences. For if by the offence of one, death reigned on account of 
one [offence], much more shall they who receive abundance of 
grace and of the gift of justification, reign in life by one, Jesus 
18 Christ); therefore, as by one offence [sentence came] upon all men 
unto condemnation, so by the righteousness of one [sentence came] 
19 upon all men unto justification of life ; for as by the disobedience of 
one man the mariy were constituted sinners, so by the obedience of 
one the many will be constituted righteous. ᾿ 
20 The law, moreover, was introduced, so that offence would 
21 abound ; but where sin abounded, grace superabounded : so that, 
as sin reigned by death, in like manner grace also will reign by jus- 
tification unto eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord. 


Gratuitous justification does not encourage men to sin, but restrains them from it. 


VI... ‘ What shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin, that grace 
may abound?’ 

2 By no means. How shall we, who are dead to sin, any longer 

3 live in it? Know ye not, that so many of us as have been baptized 

4 into Christ Jesus, have been baptized into his death? We then 

have been buried with him by baptism into his death; so that, as 

Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, in like 


5 manner we also should walk in newness of life. Tor if we have 
3 
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become kindred with him by a death like his, then we shall be also 
6 by a resurrection ; knowing this, that our old man is crucified, as 
he was, that the body of sin might be destroyed, so that we should 
3 no longer serve sin: for he who is dead, is freed from sin. If 
now we are dead with Christ, we believe that we shall also hve wit 
9 him; knowing that Christ, being raised from the dead, dieth ne Ἵ ” 
10 more, death hath no longer any dominion over him. For tae 7 
he died, he died once for all unto sin; but in that he liveth, he 
11 liveth unto God. In like manner you also must account yourselves 
dead unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ. 
12 Let not sin reign, then, in your mortal body, that ye should obey 
13 the lusts. thereof; neither proffer your members to sin as instru- 
ments of iniquity ; but proffer yourselves to God as alive from the 
dead, and your members to God as instruments of righteousness. 
14 For sin shall not have dominion over you: since ye are not under 
law, but under grace. 
15 “What then? Shall we sin, because we are not under law, but 
under grace 7᾽ 
16 By no means. Know ye not, that to whomsoever ye proffer 
yourselves as servants ready to obey, ye are servants to him whom 
ye obey, whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto justifica- 
17 tion? But thanks be to God, that ye were the servants of sin, but 
have become obedient from the heart to that model of doctrine in 
18 which ye have been instructed. Moreover being freed from sin, ye 
19 have become the servants of righteousness: (I speak in language 
usual to men, because of the weakness occasioned by your flesh). 
As then ye have proffered your members for servants to impurity 
and iniquity, in order to commit iniquity ; so now proffer your mem- 
20 bers to righteousness, in order to be holy. For when ye were the 
21 servants of sin, ye were free in respect to righteousness. What 
fruit had ye then, in those things of which ye are now ashamed ? 
22 for the end of those things is death. But now, being freed from 
sin, and having become servants to God, ye have fruit in respect to 
23 holiness, and in the end [ye will have] eternal life. For the wages 


* 
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of sin is death; but the gift of God, eternal life, thtough Jesus Christ 
our Lord. 








Those who are under law, cannot be freed from the power and penalty of sin. 


VII. Know ye not, brethren, (for I speak to those who are acquaint- 
᾿ς ed with the law), that the law hath dominion over a man so long as 
2 he liveth? For the married woman is bound to her husband, so 

long as he liveth; but if her husband die, she is freed from the law 

3 of her husband. ‘Therefore, if she marry another while her husband 
is living, she must be called an adulteress; but if her husband die, 
she is freed from the law, so that she will not become an adulteress 
by marrying another husband. 

4 Thus, my brethren, ye also have become dead to the law by the 
body of Christ, in order that ye should be joined to another who is 
risen from the dead; so that we may bring forth fruit unto God. 

5 For when we were in the flesh, our sinful passions which were by 
the law, wrought powerfully in our members to bring forth fruit unto 

6 death; but now we are freed from the law by which we were held in 
bondage, inasmuch as we have become dead to it; so that we must 
serve [God] in newness of spirit, and not in the old and literal man- 
ner. 

7 ‘What shall we say then? Is the law sin?’ 

By no means. Still, I had not known sin except by the law; 
for I had not known even inordinate desire, unless the law had said : 

8 ‘Thou shalt not lust.” But sin, taking occasion by the command- 
ment, wrought in me all manner of inordinate desire; for without 

9 the law sin is dead. For I was alive, once, without the law; but 

10 when the commandment came, sin revived, ! but I died; yea, the 
commandment which was unto life, the very same was found to be 
11 death to me. For sin taking occasion by the commandment deceiv- 
12 ed me, and by it slew me; wherefore the law is holy, and the com- 
mandment holy and just and good. 
13 ‘Has then that which is good become death to me?’ 
By no means; but sin [becomes death], in order that it might 


ὡ. 
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manifest itself; causing death to me by that which is good, so that 
14 sin (through the commandment) might be exceedingly sinful. For 
we know that the law is spiritual; but I am carnal, sold under sin. 
15 For that which I do, I approve not; since it is not what I de- 
16 sire which I do, but I do that which I hate. If now I do that which 
17 I desire not, I consent that the law is good. But now it is no longer 
18 I who do this, but sin which dwelleth in me. For I know that in me, 
that is in my flesh, there dwelleth no good thing; for to desire what 
19 is good, is easy for me, but to do it I find difficult. For the good 
which I desire, that I do not; but the evil which I desire not, that 
20 Ido. Now if I do that which I desire not, it is no longer I who do 
21 it, but sin which dwelleth in me. I find, then, that it is a law to 
22 me, when desirous to do good, that evil is near to me. For I 
23 take pleasure in the law of God, as to the inner man; but I per- 
ceive another law in my members, warring against the law of my 
mind, and making me a captive to the law of sin which is in my 
24 members. Wretched man that Iam! Who shall deliver me from 
25 the body which causeth this death? I thank God, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord! Wherefore I, the same person, serve with my 
mind the law of God, but with my flesh the law of sin. 


A state of grace delivers from the bondage and penalty of sin. 

VIII. But now, there is no condemnation to those who are in Christ 
2 Jesus.* or the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus, hath freed 
3 me from the law of sin and death. For what the law could not ac- 
complish, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own 
Son in the likeness of sinful flesh [accomplished], and [by an offer- 

4 ing] for sin condemned sin in the flesh; so that the precepts of the 
_ law might be fulfilled by us, who walk not according to the flesh, 
5 but according to the Spirit. For they who are according to the. 
flesh, concern themselves with the things of the flesh; but they who 

6 are according to the Spirit, with the things of the Spirit. For the 


* Who walk not after the flesh but after the Spirit, is probably spurious here, 
and is therefore omitted. 
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mind of the flesh is death ; but the mind of the Spirit is life and 
7 peace. Because the mind of the flesh is enmity against God ; for it 
8 is not subject to his law, nor indeed can it be. Those, then, who 
9 are in the flesh, cannot please God. Ye, however, are not in the 
flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwelleth in 
you. But if any one hath not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. 
10 But if Christ be in you, the body indeed is mortified on account of 
11 sin, but the spirit liveth on account of righteousness. But if the 
Spirit of him who raised up Jesus from the dead, dwelleth in you, 
he who raised up Christ from the dead, will also quicken your mor- 

tal bodies by his Spirit which dwelleth in you. 
12 Therefore, brethren, we are not debtors to the flesh, to live ac- 
13 cording to the flesh; for if ye live according to the flesh, ye shall 
die ; but if, through the Spirit, ye mortify the deeds of the body, ye 
14 shall live. For as many as are led by the Spirit of God, these are 
15 the sons of God. For ye have not received a servile spirit, that ye 
should again be in fear; but ye have received a filial spirit, by 
16 which we cry: Abba, Father! The same Spirit beareth witness to 
17 our spirit, that we are children of God. But if children, then heirs; 
heirs truly of God, and joint heirs with Christ, if so be that we suffer 


with him, in order that we may also be glorified with him. 


Fruits of the grace and sanctification proffered in the gospel. 

18 Moreover, [ count not the sufferings of the present time as wor- 
19 thy of comparison with the glory which is to be revealed to us. For 
the earnest expectation of the creature is waiting for the manifesta- 

20 tion [of this glory] of the children of God. For the creature was 
21 made subject to frailty, (not of its own choice, but by him who put 
it in subjection), in hope that this same creature may be freed from 
the bondage of a perishing state, and [brought] into the glorious lib- 

22 erty of the children of God. For we know that all creatures sigh 
23 together and are in anguish, even to the present time. And not 
only so, but we who have the first fruits of the Spirit, even we our- 


selves groan within ourselves, waiting for [our] adoption as children, 
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24 the redemption of our bodies. For even we are saved [only] in 
hope. Now hope which is seen, is not hope; for what a man seeth, 

25 how doth he still hope for it? But if we hope for that which we do 
not see, we patiently wait for it. 

26 In like manner, also, the Spirit helpeth our infirmities ; for we 
know not what we should pray for as we ought; the same Spirit, 
however, maketh intercession for us in sighs which cannot be utter- 

27 ed; but he who searcheth hearts, knoweth the mind of the Spirit, 
for he maketh intercession in behalf of the saints according to the 
will of God. 

28 We know, moreover, that all things work together for good to 
those who love God, to those who are called according to his pur- 

29 pose. For those whom he foreknew, he also predestinated to be 
conformed to the image of his Son, in order that he should be the 

30 First-born among many brethren. Those also whom he predestina- 
ted, the same he likewise called ; and those whom he called, the same 
he also justified ; and those whom he justified, the same he also glo- 
rified. 

91 What shall we say, then, concerning these things? If God be 

32 for us, who is against us?’ Even he who spared not his own Son, 
but freely gave him up for us all—how shall he not also, with him, 

33 freely give us all things? ' Who shall accuse the elect of God? It is 

34 God that justifieth ; ' who is he that condemneth? It is Christ who 
died [for us]; yea rather, who is risen, and who is at the right hand 

35 of God, and who intercedeth for us. Whoshall separate us from the 
love of Christ ? Shall affliction, or anguish, or persecution, or famine, 

36 or nakedness, or peril, or sword? (As it is written: “For thy sake 
are we continually exposed to death, we are counted as sheep for 

37 the slaughter”). Nay, in all these things we are more than con- 

38 querors, through him who loved us. For I am persuaded, that nei- 
ther death nor life, neither angels nor principalities, neither things 

39 present nor future, nor powers, | neither height nor depth, nor any 
other created thing, shall be able to separate us from the love of 
God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord. 
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God has a rfght to make those whom he chooses, to be partakers of his favour; and this right he 
has always exercised. 


IX. I say the truth in Christ, I do not speak falsely, (as my con- 
2 science testifieth for me in the Holy Spirit,) ' that I have great 
3 sorrow and continual anguish in my heart. For I could wish even 

myself to be devoted to destruction by Christ, instead of my breth- 
4 ren, my kinsmen after the flesh; ' who are Israelites; to whom 
pertaineth the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the 
5 giving of the law, and the rites of service, and the promises; whose 
are the fathers; and from whom Christ [descended] in respect to 
the flesh, who is God over all, blessed forever, Amen! 
6 However, it is not so that the word of God has been rendered 
7 void; for they are not all Israel, who are of Israel ; ! neither are all 
8 the seed of Abraham children, ' but, “ In Isaac shall thy seed be cal- 
led :᾽ that is, not the children of the flesh are the children of God, 
9 but the children of promise are counted for the seed. For the word 
of promise was thus: “ According to this time will I come, and 
Sarah shall have a son.” 

10 And not only so, but Rebecca also, have conceived by one, Isaac 

11 our father, ! (for [the children] being not yet born, neither having 

done any thing good or evil, that the purpose of God according to 

12 election might stand, not of works but of him that calleth), lit was 

13 said to her: “The elder shall serve the younger ;” ! as it is written: 

* Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” 

14 ‘ What shall we say then? Is there unrighteousness with God ?” 

15  Bynomeans; for he saith to Moses: “1 will have mercy on 

whomsoever I will have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom- 

16 soever I will have compassion.” Therefore it is not of him that 

willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God who sheweth mercy. 

17 For the Scripture saith to Pharaoh: “‘ For this very purpose have I 

roused thee up, that I might show forth my power in thee, and de- 

18 clare my name in all the land.” Therefore,on whom he will he hath 

mercy, and whom he will he hardeneth. 


” 
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19 Thou wilt say then to me: Why doth he yet find fault, for who 
20 hath resisted his will? Who then art thou, O man, that repliest 
against God? Shall the thing formed say to him who formed it: 
21 Why hast thou made me thus? Hath not the potter power over the 
clay, to make out of the same lump one vessel to honour and another 
22 to dishonour? What now if God, purposing to manifest his indigna- 
tion and make known his power, endured with much long-suffering 
23 the vessels of wrath fitted for destruction? And that he might make 
known the riches of his glory toward the vessels of mercy which he 
24 had before prepared for glory, ' [shewed mercy] even to us whom 
25 he hath called, not only of the Jews but also of the Gentiles. As 
he saith also in Hosea: “1 will call him who was not my people, 
26 my people; and her who was not my beloved, beloved. And it 
shall come to pass, that in the place where it was said to them: ‘Ye 
are not my people,’ there shall they be called the sons of the living 
God.” 
27 Isaiah moreover says concerning Israel : ‘‘ Although the number 
of the children of Israel be as the sand of the sea, only a remnant 
28 shall be saved. For he will execute his word, [which] he hath de- 
creed in righteousness; for the Lord will execute his word decreed 
29 concerning the land.” Yea, as Isaiah had before said: “ Except 
the Lord of Sabaoth had left us a remnant, we should have been like 
Sodom, we should have been made like to Gomorrah.” 
30 ‘What shall we say then? That the Gentiles, who did not seek 
after justification, have obtained justification, even that justifica- 
31 tion which is by faith; but Israel, who sought after a law of justifi- 
32 cation, have not attained to a law of justification. Why? Because 
_[they sought] not by faith, but by works of law; for they stumbled 
33 at the stone of stumbling; ! as it is written: “Behold! I lay in Zion 
a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence; but every one who be- 
lieveth on him shall not be ashamed.” 
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The unbelief and rejection of the Jews, and the reception of the Gentiles through faith, are truly 
consistent with the declarations of the ancient Scriptures. 


X. Breturen, the kind desire of my heart and my prayer to God for 
2 them is, that they may be saved. For I bear them witness, that they 
3 have a zeal for God, but not according to knowledge. For being 

ignorant of the justification which is of God, and seeking to establish 

their own justification, they have not submitted themselves to the 

4 justification which is of God. For Christ is the end of the law, for 
justification to every one who believeth. 

5 Now Moses thus describeth the justification which is of the law : 

6 “The man who doeth these things, shall live by them.’”’ But justi- 

_ fication by faith speaketh in this manner: “ Say not in thine heart, 

Who shall ascend into heaven ?” that is, to bring down Christ; or, 

7 ‘Who shall descend into the abyss?” that is, to bring up Christ 

8 from the dead. But what saith it? ‘‘ The word is near to thee, in 

thy mouth and in thy heart;” that is, the word of faith which we 

9 preach. For if thou shalt openly confess the Lord Jesus with thy 

mouth, and believe in thy heart that God raised him from the dead, 

10 thou shalt be saved; because with the heart man believeth unto 

justification, and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation. 

11 For the Scripture saith: ‘No one who believeth on him, shall be 

ashamed.” 

12 There is, then, no difference between Jew and Greek ; for there 

is the same Lord of all, who is rich [in mercy] unto all them that 

13 call upon him; since “every one who calleth on the name of the 

Lord, shall be saved.” 

14 ‘How, then, shall they call on him in whom they have not be- 

lieved? And how shall they believe in him of whom they have not 

15 heard? And how shall they hear without a preacher? ' And how 

shall they preach, except they be sent? 
Even so is it written : ‘‘ How beautiful are the feet of those who 

16 publish salvation, who proclaim good tidings!” Yet all have not 

obeyed the gospel; for Isaiah saith: “‘ Lord, who hath believed our 
report ?” 
a 4 


’ 


26 ROMANS X. 17.—XI. 10. 





17 ‘Faith, then, cometh by hearing; and hearing by the word of 
God.’ 

18  ButI say, Have they not heard? Yea truly, “ their sound hath 
gone forth into all the earth; their words to the ends of the world.” 

19 I say, moreover: Doth not Israel know? First Moses saith: “I 
will move you to jealousy by that which is no nation; I will excite 

20 your indignation by a foolish people.” But Isaiah is very bold, and 
saith: “I was found by those who sought me not; I made myself 

21 manifest to those who did not inquire for me.” But concerning 
Israel he saith: ‘‘ All the day long, have I stretched out my hand to 
a disobedient and gainsaying people.” 

God has not cast away the Jews entirely and utterly. Some are now saved; and all will finally be 


converted, with the fulness of the Gentiles. God’s dealings with them are unsearchable, but 
wise, 


XI. ‘Isay then, hath God cast away his own people 7᾽ 
2 By no means; for I myself am an Israelite, of the seed of Abra- 
ham, of the tribe of Benjamin. God hath not cast away his people 
whom he foreknew. Know ye not what the Scripture saith in 
[the history of] Elijah, when he maketh intercession to God against 
3 Israel? “ Lord, they have killed thy prophets, and digged down thine 
4 altars; and I only am left, and they are seeking my life.” But what 
saith the answer of God to him? “TI have reserved for myself 
5 seven thousand men, who have not bowed-the knee to Baal.” In 
like manner, now, there is also at the present time a remnant ac- 
6 cording to the election of grace. But if it be of grace, then it is no 
more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it be of 
works, it is no more of grace; otherwise work is no more work. 
7 ‘What then? That which Israel sought after, he hath not 
obtained.’ 
8 But the elect have obtained it; and the rest were blinded; ! as 
it is written: “God hath given them the spirit of slumber, eyes that 
9 see not, and ears that hear not, even unto this day.” David also 
saith: ‘ Let their table become a snare to catch them, and an occa- 
10 sion of falling, and a recompense to them. Let their eyes be dark- 
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ened so that they cannot see, and their back be always bowed 
down.” 
11 ‘Isay then: Have they stumbled so as utterly to fall? 
By no means; but by their fall salvation [is come] to the Gen- 
12 tiles, to provoke their emulation. If now their fall hath been the 
riches of the world, and their degradation the riches of the Gentiles, 
13 how much more their fulness! I say this, however, to you Gentiles, 
(for inasmuch as I am truly an apostle of the Gentiles I do honour to 
14 my office), | so that, if possible, I may excite to emulation some of 
my kinsmen after the flesh, and save some of them. 
15 = If then the casting away of them be the reconciliation of the world, 
16 what shall the reception of them be, but life from the dead? If, 
moreover, the first-fruits were holy, so shall the mass be; and if the 
17 root be holy, so will be the branches. If, also, some of the branches 
were broken off, and thou being a wild olive wert engrafted in their 
18 stead, and made partaker of the root and fatness of the olive, ' glory 
not over the branches ; but if thou dost glory, thou dost not support 
19 the root, but the root thee. Thou wilt say, then: ‘The branches 
20 were broken off, that I might be grafted in.’ Be it so; they were 
broken off by unbelief, and thou standest by faith; be not high- 


21 minded, but fear; for if God spared not the natural branches, then 


— 


surely he will not spare thee. 

22 Behold, then, the kindness and the severity of God! Severity to- 
ward them who have fallen away ; but kindness toward thee, provided 

23 thou dost abide in his kindness, otherwise thou shalt be cut off. And 
they also, unless they continue in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for 

24 God is able again to graftthem in. For if thou wert cut out from the 
olive which was wild by nature, and wert grafted into the good olive, 
contrary to thy nature; how much more shall the natural branches 
be grafted into their own olive! 

25 Moreover I would not have you ignorant, brethren, of this mystery, 
(lest ye should be wise in your own conceit), that blindness has 
come upon Israel in part, until the fulness of the Gentiles shall come 

26 in. And then all Israel shall be saved; even as it is written: “A 
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deliverer shall come out of Zion, and shall turn away ungodliness 
27 from Jacob ;” ! also: ‘‘ This is my covenant with them, when I shall 
28 take away their sins.” Inrespect tothe gospel, [they have become] 
enemies on your account; but in respect to the election, [they are] 
29 beloved for their fathers’ sake. For the gifts and calling of God, he 
30 willnot repentof. For as ye were formerly disobedient to God, but 
31 have now obtained mercy through their unbelief; thus also they have 
now become disobedient, so that they may obtain mercy through the 
32 mercy shewn to you. For God hath given over all to unbelief, so 
that he might have mercy on all. 
33 Othe boundless riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How 
34 unsearchable are his counsels, and his ways past finding out! For 
who hath known the mind of the Lord, or who hath been his coun- 
35 sellor? Or who hath first given him any thing, that he may be 
36 repaid? For of him, and by him, and for him, are all things; to 
him be glory for ever, Amen! 
Exhortation to piety, humility, diligent ἐριευτονρῖι of gifts, kind eympathy, and benevolent 
eeling. 
XII. I entreat you, therefore, by the tender mercies of God, to pre- 
sent your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God, which is 

2 your rational service. And be not conformed to this world; but be 
ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye may learn 
what the will of God is, even that which is good and acceptable and 
perfect. : 

2 Isay, moreover, by the grace given tome, to every one among you, 
that he think not of himself more highly than he ought to think, but 
that he think modestly, according to the measure of faith which God 

4 hath imparted to him. For as in one body we have many members, 

5 but all the members have not the same office; so we, being many, 
are one body in Christ, and are members one of another. 

6 Having then gifts which differ according to the grace that is 
given us, whether prophecy, [let it be] according to the proportion 

7 of faith; ' whether ministry, [let there be diligence] in ministration ; 

8 whether teaching, in instruction; ' or exhorting, in exhortation. 
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Let the distributer [do his duty] with simplicity; the superintend- 
ant, with diligence; he who performs offices of compassion, with 
9 cheerfulness. Let benevolence be sincere; abhor that which is 
evil; cleave to that which is good. 
10 As to brotherly love, [be] kindly affectionate one toward ano- 
11 ther; as to honour, give to each other the preference; ! as to dili- 
12 gence, be not slothful, be fervent in spirit, serving the Lord. 
Rejoice in hope; be patient in affliction; persevere in prayer. 
ΤΊ ¢ Supply the wants of the saints; practise hospitality. Bless 
15 those who curse you; bless and curse not. Rejoice with those 
16 who rejoice; and weep with those who weep. Think mutually the 
same thing; do not regard high things, but suffer yourselves to be 
influenced by humble ones. Be not wise in your own conceit. 
17 Render to no man evil for evil; seek after that which is good in 
18 the sight of 411. If it be possible, so far as in you lieth, be at peace 
19 with all men. Avenge not yourselves, beloved; but give place to 
[divine] indignation ; for it is written: ‘‘ Retribution is mine, I will — 
20 make it, saith the Lord.’ Therefore, ‘if thine enemy hunger, feed 
him; if he thirst, give him drink; for in so doing, thou shalt heap 
21 coals of fire upon his head.” Be not overcome by evil, but overcome 


evil with good. 


Exhortation to obey civil rulers, and to exhibit a kind and peaceable demeanor toward all men. 


XIII. Lert every soul be subject to the supreme magistracies ; for there 
.is no magistracy except by divine permission; and those which be, 
2 are ordained of God. So he that resisteth the magistracy, resisteth 
the ordinance of God; and they who resist, shall receive punishment . 

3 for themselves. For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to 
evil ones; and wilt thou not stand in awe of the magistracy? Do 

A good, and thou shalt have praise for it; for [the magistrate] is a 
servant of God for thy benefit. But if thou doest evil, fear; for he 
beareth the sword not in vain, since he is the minister of God, con- 

5 demning to punishment the evil-doer. Therefore we ought to yield 
subjection, not only because of punishment, but for conscience’ sake. 
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6 On the same account, moreover, we should also pay tribute; for 
7 they are God’s ministers who attend to this matter. Render, there- 
fore, to all that which is due; tribute, to whom tribute; custom, to 
8 whom custom; fear, to whom fear; honour, to whom honour. Owe 
no man any thing, except to love one another; for he who loveth 
9 another, fulfilleth the law. For this [is the law]: “‘ Thou shalt not 
commit adultery; thou shalt not kill; thou shalt not steal; thou shalt 
not covet ;” and if there be any other command, it is summarily com- 
prehended in this precept, namely : ‘‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour 
10 as thyself.” Love worketh no ill to its neighbour ; love, then, is the 
fulfilling of the law. 
11 And this [do], considering the time, that the hour is already 
come when we should awake out of sleep; for now is our salvation 
12 nearer than when we believed. The night is far spent, the day is 
at hand; let us put away then the works of darkness, and put on the” 
13 armour of light. Let us walk in a becoming manner, as by day; 
not in revelling and drunkenness, not in chambering and wanton- 
14 ness, not in strife and bitter envy; ' but put ye on the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and make no provision for the flesh, in respect to its lusts. 


Caution against making external rites and observances matters of division and contention among 
Christians. 


XIV. Hr that is weak in faith receive with kindness, not so as to 
2 increase his scrupulous surmisings. One believeth that he may eat . 
3 every thing; but he who is weak eateth herbs. Let not him who eat- 

eth, despise him who eateth not; nor him who eateth not, condemn 
4 him who eateth; for God hath accepted him. Who art thou, that 
condemnest the servant of another? By his own master he standeth 
or falleth; and he shall stand, for God is able to make him stand. 
5  Oneman esteemeth one day above another; but another esteemeth 
every day [alike]; let each one be fully persuaded in his own mind. 
6 He who regardeth the day, regardeth it to [the honouring of] the 
Lord; and he who regardeth not the day, for [the honouring] of the 
Lord he doth not regard it. Likewise he who eateth, eateth to 
[the honouring of] the Lord, for he giveth God thanks; and he 
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who eateth not, for [the honouring of] the Lord he eateth not, 
7 and giveth God thanks. For no one of us liveth to himself; and no 
8 one of us dieth to himself; for whether we live, we live to the Lord, 
and whether we die we die to the Lord; whether we live, then, or 
9 die, we are the Lord’s. For Christ both died and revived for this 
very purpose, that he might be Lord of the dead and of the living. 
10 And thou, why dost thou condemn thy brother? And thou, too, 
why dost thou despise thy brother? For we must all stand before 
11 the judgment-seat of Christ. For it is written: “ As I live, saith 
the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall con- 
12 fess to God.” Every one of us, therefore, must give an account of 
himself to God. 
13 Let us, then, no longer condemn one another; but rather let 
us decide, not to put a stumbling-block or a cause of falling in the 
14 way of a brother. I know, and am persuaded of the Lord Jesus, 
that nothing is unclean in itself; but to him who deemeth any thing 
15 to be unclean, it is unclean. Now if thy brother is grieved because: 
of meat, thou dost not demean thyself as benevolence requireth; 
16 destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ died. Let not your 
17 good, then, be evil spoken οἵ; for the kingdom of God is not meat 
and drink, but righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost. 
18 Now he who serveth Christ, as to these things, is acceptable to 
19 God and approved by men. ‘Therefore let us strive after peace and 
20 mutual edification. Destroy not the work of God on account of 
meat. All [meats] are clean; yet they are hurtful to him, who eat- 
21 eth so astostumble'thereby. It is good not to eat flesh, nor to drink 
wine, nor [to do any thing] whereby thy brother stumbleth, or hath 
22 cause of offence, or is made weak. MHast thou faith, keep it to thy- 
self before God. Happy the man, who doth not condemn himself 
23 in that which he alloweth! But he who doubteth, is condemned if 
he eat, because it is not of faith; and every thing which is not of 
faith, is sin. 
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Various exhortations to charity and kindness. Expression of the apostle’s regard for the church at 
Rome, of his intention to visit them, and of his desire for an interest in their prayers. 


XV. We, moreover, who are strong, ought to bear the infirmities of 

2 the weak, and not to please ourselves. Let each one of us please 
his neighbour, in respect to that which is good, unto edification. 

3 For Christ did not seek his own pleasure; but according to that 
which is written: ‘The reproaches of those who reproached thee, 

4 have fallen upon me,” [so it was with him]. Now whatsoever 
things were written in ancient times, were written for our instruc- 
tion ; that through patience, and the admonition of the Scriptures, 
we might obtain hope. 

5 Now may the God who giveth patience and admonition, give to 

6 you mutual unity of sentiment, according to Christ Jesus; that 
with one mind and with one voice, ye may glorify God, even the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ! 

7 Wherefore deal kindly with each other, even as Christ hath dealt 
kindly with you, unto the glory of God. 

8 Now I say, that Jesus Christ became a minister of the cireum- 
cision, on account of the truth of God, in order to confirm the prom- 

9 ises made to the fathers; also, that the Gentiles shall glorify God for 
his mercy ; even as it is written: ‘‘ Therefore will I celebrate thy 

10 praise among the Gentiles, and to thy name will I sing.” And 

11 again he saith: “ Rejoice, ye Gentiles, with his people.” And 
again: ‘Praise the Lord, all ye Gentiles, and laud him all ye peo- 

12 ple.” And again Isaiah saith: “There shall be a root of Jesse, and 
one shall arise to be a leader of the Gentiles; upon him shall the 
Gentiles place their hopes.” 

13. Now may the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in 
believing, that you may abound in hope, through the influence of 
the Holy Spirit! 

14 Moreover, I myself am well persuaded concerning you, my 
brethren, that ye are full of kindness, abounding in all knowledge, 

15 and able to admonish one another. I have also written to you the 
more boldly, brethren, when reminding you concerning some things, 
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16 because of the grace which is bestowed by God upon me, ! that I 
should be a minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, performing the 
office of a priest in respect to the gospel of God, that the offering of 
the Gentiles might be acceptable, being purified by the Holy Spirit. 

17 JT have, then, cause of glorying in Christ Jesus, as to those things ~ 

18 which pertain to God; for I do not venture to mention any thing 
which Christ hath not wrought by me, in order to bring the Gentiles 

19 to obedience, by word and by deed, ᾿ by the power of signs and won- 
ders, by the power of the Holy Spirit: so that from Jerusalem and 
around it, even to Illyricum, | have fully proclaimed the gospel of 

20 Christ; and so also, that I was strongly desirous to preach the gos- 
pel, not where Christ was named, lest J should build on another 

21 man’s foundation, ' but in accordance with what is written: “They 
shall see to whom no declaration was made respecting him, and 
they who have not heard shall understand.” 

22 On this account I have heen greatly hindered from coming to 

23 you. But now, having no longer any place in these reyvions, and 

24 being desirous for many years of making you a visit; whenever J 
may go into Spain, 1 hope, as I pass on, to see you, and to be sent 
on my way thither, when | am in part first satisfied with your com- 

25 pany. But at present | am going to Jerusalem, to supply the wants 

26 of the saints. for it hath seemed good to Macedonia and Achaia, to 

27 make some contribution for the saints in poverty at Jerusalem. [1 
say] it hath seemed good ; for verily they are their debtors ; because 
if the Gentiles have shared in their spiritual things, they ought 

28 surely to assist them in temporal things. Now when this duty shall 
have been performed, and this fruit secured to them, 1 shall pass 

29 through the midst of you into Spain. And I know that when I 
come to you, I shall come with abundant blessings of the gospel of 
Christ. } 

30 Moreover I beseech you, brethren, by our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and by the love of the Spirit, that ye strive together for me, in your 

31 prayers to God in my behalf, ! that I may be delivered from the un- 


believing in Judea, and that my service for Jerusalem may be 
i ; 
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32 acceptable to the saints ; [also] that I may come to you with joy (if 
33 God will), and may be refreshed among you. The God of peace be 
with you all, Amen! 


Various salutations. Caution against divisions. Conclusion. 
XVI. Now I commend to you Phebe our sister, who is a deaconess of 
2 the church at Cenchrea, ' that ye may receive her as being in the 
Lord, in a manner worthy of the saints, and give her assistance in 
any thing where she may need it of you; for she herself hath been 
a helper of many, and especially of me. 

3 Salute Priscilla and Aquila, my fellow labourers in Christ Jesus; 
4 ' (who exposed themselves to great danger in my behalf; to whom 
not only I myself am grateful, but even all the churches of the Gen- 
5 tiles) ; ' and the church which is at their house. Salute Epenetus, 
6 my beloved, who is the first fruit of Asia in Christ. Salute Mary, 
7 who laboured much for us. Salute Andronicus and Junias, my 
kinsmen and fellow-prisoners, who are of note among the apostles, 
8 and who were before me in Christ. Salute Amplias, my beloved in 
4 the Lord. Salute Urbanus, our fellow labourer in Christ. Salute 
11 them of the household of Aristobulus. Salute Herodian, my kins- 
man. Salute them of the household of Narcissus, who are in the 
12 Lord. Salute Tryphena and Tryphosa, who labour in the Lord. 
13 Salute Persis the beloved, who laboured much in the Lord.! Salute 
14 Rufus, elect in the Lord, and his mother and mine. Salute Asyn- 
critus, Phlegon, Hermas, Patrobas, Hermes, and the brethren with 
15 them. Salute Philologus and Julias, Nereus and his sister, and 
16 Olympas, and all the saints with them. Salute each other with a 

holy kiss. All the churches of Christ salute you. 
17 Moreover I beseech you, brethren, to beware of those who occa- 
sion divisions and offences, contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
18 learned. For such serve not the Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
appetite ; and by flattery and fair speeches, they beguile the minds 
19 of the simple. For your obedience is known to all; I rejoice, there- 
fore, concerning you, and desire you to be wise in respect to that 
20 which is good, but simple in respect to that which is evil. May the 
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God of peace shortly bruise Satan under your feet! The grace of 

our Lord Jesus Christ be with you! 

me | Timothy my fellow labourer, and Luke and Jason and Sosipater, 

22 my kinsmen, salute you. (I Tertius who wrote this epistle, salute 

23 you in the Lord). Gaius saluteth you, who is my host, and that of 
the whole church. Erastus saluteth you, the chamberlain of the 

24 city, and Quartus, a brother. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 
be with you all, Amen! 

25 Now unto him who is able to establish you, according to my 
gospel, even the gospel of Jesus Christ; according to the revelation 

26 of the mystery which was kept silent in ancient times, ἢ but is now 
made manifest by the prophetic Scriptures, according to the com- 
mand of the eternal God, [and] published to all nations for the sake 

27 of obedience unto the faith ;—to the only wise God, through Jesus 
Christ, to whom be glory forever, Amen! 


INTRODUCTION 


TO THE 


EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


§'1. Of the planting of the church at Rome. 


History affords no certain evidence respecting the individual who 
first. preached the gospel at Rome. ‘The Romish church indeed main- 
tain, that Peter was the founder of the first Christian community in that 
city. Irenaeus (adv. Haereses UII. 1), and Muscbius (Chron. ad ann. 2 
Claudii), are the witnesses to whom the appeal is particularly made, in 
order to confirm this opinion. But although these fathers had undoubt- 
edly heard such a tradition, and (as it appears by the passages above cited) 
gave credit to it, yet there is substantial reason for doubting the correct- 
ness of it. The statement of Muschius implies, that Peter came to Rome 
in the second year of Claudius’ reign, i. e. A. 1). 43." Jerome states, that 
Peter came to Rome in the second year of Claudius’ reign, in order to 
counteract the influence of Simon Magus there ; and that he resided in 
that city, and held the office of a bishop in it, for twenty-five years, i. e. 
‘until the last year of Nero’s reign, in which he suffered martyrdom; De 
Viris illustr.c. J. But neither Musebius, nor any of the most ancient 
ecclesiastical writers make mention of such a period. Whence Jerome 
obtained information respecting it, he does not tell us; and some leading 
critics among the Roman Catholics, e. g. Valesius, Pagi, Baluzius, and 
others, give no credit to this part of his narration. , 

That Peter visited Rome at some period of his life, before the close 
of Nero’s reign, cannot well be doubted. -Origen (in Museb. Hist. Hce. 
III. 1), and Dionysius of Corinth (flor. 6. ann. 117) as related by Husebius 
(II. 25), testify to this in such a manner, that it cannot well be rejected, 
without giving up the credibility of all ancient historical testimony of the 
like nature. Caius, a presbyter, at the commencement of the third cen- 
tury, mentions that he saw at Rome the graves of Paul and Peter ; ‘useb. 
Hist. Ecc. 11. 25. The doubts of many Protestants relative to the fact 
that Peter visited Rome, and the assertions of Salmasius, Spanheim, and 
others, that this could not have been the case, appear to be without any 
solid foundation. 

But that Peter did not go to Rome as bishop in the second year of 
Claudius’ reign ; nor indeed, before the epistle of Paul to the Romans 
was written; seems to be nearly or quite certain. (1) In Acts 12: 3, 4, 
we find an account of Peter’s being imprisoned by Herod Agrippa, in the 
last year of this King’s reign (comp. v. 23); and this year synchronizes 
with the fowth year of Claudius. Of course Peter was at Jerusalem, 
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not at Rome, after the period when Jerome and Eusebius affirm that he 
went to Rome and resided there. (2) We find Peter at Jerusalem in the 
ninth (some say eleventh) year of Claudius; he being present at the 
council there, Act815: 6,seq. (3) Nothing is said in the book of Acts, or 
in the New Testament, respecting Peter’s visiting Rome ; and if he had 
done so, before the time at which the history in the book of Acts termi- 
nates, we can hardly suppose so important an occurrence would have 
escaped the notice of Luke. (4) Paul came as a prisoner to Rome, in 
the 7th year of Nero’s reign, i, 6. A. D. 60 (but some say in 62 or 63) ; 
on which occasion there is no mention, and there seems to have been 
among the Jews of that city no knowledge, of Peter, Acts 28:17, seq. (5) 
Could Paul have addressed the Romans as he did in his epistle, if he had 
recognized them as disciples of Peter? Could he have written his whole 
epistle without once adverting to this fact? (6) If Peter was at Rome, 
when Paul wrote this epistle, how could the latter fail to send a saluta- 
tion to him as well as to others? 

So late, then, as A. D. 57 or 58, when the epistle to the Romans was 
probably written, it seems to be nearly certain, that Peter had not been at 
Rome. The flourishing and apparently numerous church there, must 
therefore have been gathered by some other person than Peter. 

But who was this person ? A question that cannot be answered with 
any certainty ; although we may arrive at some probabilities respecting 
it. In the salutations which Paul sends to the church at Rome, he men- 
tions (16: 7) Andronicus and Junias, as having been his fellow-prisoners, 
and as ἐπίσημοι ἐν τοῖς ἀποστόλοις, they having become Christians earlier 
than himself. What hinders the supposition, that one or both of these 
men, perhaps converts on the notable day of Pentecost (Acts 2: 10), and 
of high repute among the apostles themselves, may have first spread the 
knowledge of the gospel in the metropolis of the Roman empire, of which 
they were inhabitants, or in which they were at least residents? Rufus, 
also, a distinguished Christian, whose mother had shewn much kindness 
to Paul (Rom. 16: 13), may have been one of the founders, or at least 
fosterers, of the Roman church; possibly the same Rufus, whose father 
(a native of Cyrene) was compelled to bear the cross of Jesus, when on 
his way to Calvary, Mark 15:21. Others, moreover, who are mentioned 
in Rom. xvi., may have been, and probably were, contributors to the 
work of establishing or building up the church at Rome. At all events 
there was opportunity for a very early establishment of it; inasmuch as 
we find persons from this city present at Jerusalem on the day of Pen- 
tecost, Acts 2: 10. We know, also, that Christians were scattered 
abroad, when the persecution of Stephen occurred ; at first in Judea and 
Samaria, Acts 8:1; afterwards to more distant regions, Acts 11:19; and 
what hinders us from supposing that some of them may have come to 
Rome itself, preaching the gospel ? 

That the church at Rome was early planted, seems probable from the 
fame which it had acquired throughout the Christian world (Rom. 1: 8. 
16: 19), when Paul wrote his epistle. 'That the persons concerned in the 
establishment of it were Paul’s particular friends and acquaintances, with 
whom he had met and conferred, while preaching in Asia or in Greece, 
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appears very plain from the manner of the salutations in chap. xv1. 3— 
16. In respect to Aquila and Priscilla, we have a definite knowledge, 
from Acts 18: 1—3, 18, 26, and from what is said in Rom. 16:3, 4. Oth- 
ers are called the kinsmen (συγγενεῖς) of Paul, viz. Andronicus and Junias, 
v. 7; Herodian, v. 11. Others again are called ἀγαπητοί, συνεργοΐ, 
ἐχλεχτοί, κοπιῶντες ἐν τῷ κυρίῳ, etc. Moreover, the manner in which Paul 
addresses the church at Rome, i. 6. the plain, familiar, authoritative tone 
of the letter, shews that he considered himself as addressing those who 
were in effect his disciples, i. e. that they had probably been converted to 
Christianity under the preaching of his own particular friends and spiri- 
tual children. Hence, too, the frequent expressions of strong affection 
for the church at Rome, and of strong sympathy with them. 

On the whole, although we have no definite history of the planting 
of the church at Rome, (excepting the one given by Jerome, which is 
‘not entitled to credit), yet we may consider it as quite probable, that some 
of the persons named in the salutation (16: 3—16), were entitled to the 
honour of having founded a church in the metropolis of the Roman 
empire. 


§ 2. Of the constituent parts of the church at Rome. 


Nothing can be clearer, than that a considerable portion of the church 
at Rome consisted of Jewish converts ; see 2: 17—3: 19. 4: 1, 12. 7: 1—4, 
and chaps. rx.—x1. Nor is there any serious difficulty of a historical 
nature, in making out the probability of this. When Pompey overran 
Judea with a conquering army, about 63 years before the Christian era, 
he caused many captive Jews to be sent to Rome. There they were 
sold into slavery, as was usual in respect to captives taken in war. But 
their persevering and unconquerable determination to observe the Sabbath 
and to practise many of the Levitical rites and customs, gave their Ro- 
man masters so much trouble, that they chose to liberate them rather 
than to keep them. As there was a large body of persons so liberated, 
the government assigned them a place opposite Rome, across the Tiber, 
where they built a town which was principally inhabited by Jews. Here 
Philo found them, just before Paul’s time; Legat. ad Caium. p. 1014 
ed. Frankf. The reader who wishes for historical vouchers in respect 
to the number of Jews at Rome, during the apostolic age, may consult 
Joseph. Antiq. XVII. 14. XVIII.5, ed. Cologn. Dio Cassius, XXXVI. 
Ρ. 37. Suetonii vita Tiberii, cap. 36. 

When the first impressions arising from the degradation of captivity 
and slavery began to wear away, the Roman citizens seem to have looked 
at the Jewish community with some degree of respect, or at least with 
not a little of curiosity. Whether it arose from the disgust which deli- 
cate females among the Romans felt for the obscene rites of heathenism 
which they were called to practise or to witness, or whether it sprung 
from a curiosity which is characteristic of the female sex, the fact was, 
that in Ovid’s time (ob. A. D. 17), some of the most elegant and polished 
females thronged the Jewish assemblies. The poet, therefore, advises. 
the young men of the city, if they wished to see a splendid collection of 
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its beauty, to go to the sabbath day solemmnities of the Syrian Jew, “Culta- 
que Judaeo setimna sacra Syro.” 

ft is not strange, moreover, that some of these should become 

᾿ σεβόμεναι or proselytes; as Josephus relates of Fulvia μέα τῶν ἐν ἀξιώματι 
γυναικῶν, 1. 6. anoble-woman. By clegrees the men also, as was natural, 
began to frequent the assemblies of these once despised foreigners. Ju- 
venal, at the close of the first century, pours out his contempt and indig- 
nation at this, in the following bitter words : 
* Quidam sortiti metuentein Sabbata patrem, 
Nil praeter nubes, et coeli Numen adorant; 
Nec distare putant humana carne suillam, 
Qua pater abstinuit: moxet praeputia ponunt; 
Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges, 
Judaicum ediscunt, et servant, ac metuunt jus. 
Tradidit arcano quodcunque volumine Moses.” 

1 suppose the poet nutst here refer, however, to those who had a 
Roman mother and ἃ Jewish father. 44 regard to ‘Nil praeter aubes et 
coeli numen adorant, take it to refer to the fact, that the Jews had vo 
temple at Rome, and that they aldressed and worshipped God as dwell- 
ing in heaven, i. 6. above the clouds ; iu both which respects they difier- 
ed from the heathen. 

Seneca also, (fi. A. Ὁ. 64), about the time when Paul wrote the 
epistle to the Romans, says, ina fragment preserved hy Augustine (De 
Civit. Dei, VII. 11), that “so many Romans had received the Jewish 
[he means by this the Christiun] religion, that per omnes jam lerras 
recepta sit, victi victoribus leges dederunt.” "Tacitus, in his Annals, like- 
wise represents the “ exitiabilis superstitio” (Christian religion) as hreak- 
ing out again after being repressed, and spreading non modo per Juwlaeam, 
sed per urbem [Romam] etiam. 

When to these testimonies respecting the Jews at Rome, we add that 
of the epistle before us respecting Gentile couverts, wo doubt ean he left 
that the church at Rome twas made ~ of Gentiles as well as Jews. 
Let the reader compare Rom. 4: 1G—32. 2:6—11. 5: J—19, 2 29, 9:24; 30h 
11: 183—25. 14: 1—15: 13, and no doubt ean possibly remain im his mind 
relative to this point. The general strain of the whole epistle is such, 
as that it can hest be accounted for hy the supposition that the chure: 
at Rome consisted of both Jews and Gentiles, and that each party were 
endeavouring to propagate or to defend ihe peculiar views respecting 
certain points, which they respectively eutertained. But of this, more 
in the sequel. 


$3. Of the time and place, when and where the epistle was written. 


We have a kind of stand-point here, with which the epistle itself 
furnishes us. (t could not have been written before the decree of the 
emperor Claudius was published, ie δὰ which the Jews were banished 
from the ciiy of Rome. In Acts 18: 2, we have an account of Paul’s 
Sirst acquaintance with Aquila and Priscilla, who had recently quitted 
Rome and come to Corinth, because of the decree of Claudius banishing 
the Jews from the imperial city. Now as Paul salutes these same per- 
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sons, in Rom. 16: 3, 4, and speaks of them as having risked great dangers 
in his behalf, it follows, of course, that his epistle must have been writ- 
ten subsequent to the decree of Claudius; which was probably in A. D. 
52, or as some say (improbably however) in A. D. 54. 

It must probably have been written after the time when the first 
epistle to the Corinthians was written, which was during the last visit 
Paul made to Ephesus, and near the close of that visit, i. e. about A. D. 
56. In Acts 18: 19, we are told that Paul left Aquila and Priscilla at 
Ephesus. After this he made another circuit through the churches of 
Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor, (Acts 18; 20—23), and returned again 
to Ephesus, 19:1. There he spent two years or more (19: 8—10); and 
near the close of this period, in writing to the Corinthians, he sends the 
salutation of Aquila and Priscilla who were still at Ephesus, 1 Cor. 16: 
19. Now as Paul sends a salutation, in his epistle to the Romans, to 
Aquila and Priscilla at Rome, it would seem probable that it must have 
been written after he left Ephesus, and after they had removed from 
this city to the metropolis of the Roman empire. 

Other circumstances concur, to render the matter still more definite. 
When Paul wrote his epistle, he was on the eve of departure to Jerusa- 
lem, whither he was going to carry the contributions of the churches in 
Macedonia and Achaia, Rom. 15: 25,26. When he should have accom- 
plished this, he intended to make them a visit at Rome, Rom. 15: 28, 99, 
In what part of his life, now, do we find the occurrence of these circum- 
stances? Acts 19: 21, compared with 20: 1—4, gives us a narration of 
exactly the same thing. Paul, at the close of his last abode at Ephesus, 
purposing to make a charitable collection in Macedonia and Achaia, 
first sent on Timothy and Erastus to Macedonia in order to forward it 
there, (Acts 19: 22); afterwards he himself went into Achaia, passing 
through Macedonia, Acts 20: 1,2. That he came, on this occasion, to 
the capital of Achaia, i. e. Corinth, there can be no reasonable doubt. 
Here most probably he abode three months (Acts 20: 3); and then set 
out on his contemplated journey to Jerusalem, where he was made a 
prisoner, and sent (A. D. 59 or 60) to Rome, in order to prosecute his 
appeal to Cesar. From a comparison of this account in the Acts, with 
Rom. 15: 25—29, it follows of course that the epistle to the Romans must 
have been written about A. D. 57; although some chronologists put it 
later. Counting the time which Paul’s journey to Jerusalem must have 
occupied, and adding the two years of his detention as a prisoner at 
Cesarea (Acts 24: 27), and the time necessarily taken up in going to 
Rome, we must assign to the epistle to the Romans the date above given, 
on the supposition that Paul came to Rome (as is most probable) about 
the beginning of the year 60. 

As to the pLAcE where tt was written, there can be no doubt. In 
16: 1, Phebe, a deaconess of the church at Cenchrea, is commended to 
the Romish church, who probably either had charge of the epistle, or 
accompanied those who did carry it; and Cenchrea was the port of the 
city of Corinth, some seven or eight miles from that place. In 16: 23, 
Gaius is spoken of as the host of Paul, and this Gaius was baptized by 
Paul at Corinth, 1 Cor. 1:14. Paul speaks also of Erastus, the cham- 
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berlain of the city, Rom. 16: 23. The city, then, was a well known one, 
ji. e. the capital of Achaia; and moreover, we find this Erastus spoken 
of in 2 Tim. 4: 20, as abiding at Corinth. 

From all these circumstances, we must conclude that the place of 
writing the epistle to the Romans was Corinth; and that the time was 
that in which Paul made his last visit there, and near the close of it, i.e. 
about the latter part of A. D. 57. 





§ 4. Of the genuineness of the Epistle. 


This has been so generally acknowledged at all times, and in all 
ages since it was written, (excepting the two last chapters which have 
recently been disputed,) that it seems to be unnecessary to make any 
quotations here from the early writers for the sake of proving it. It is 
true, indeed, that some early sects, viz. the Ebionites, Encratites, and 
Cerinthians rejected it; as appears from Irenaeus ad Haeres. 1, 26. 
’ Epiphan. Haeres. XXX. UHieronym. in Matt. XII. 2. But as this 
seems to have been purely on doctrinal grounds, i. e. because they could 
not make the sentiments of Paul in this epistle to harmonize with their 
own views, it follows of course that no weight can be attached to their 
opinions. ‘The question whether Paul wrote the epistle to the Romans, 
is of a historical, not of a doctrinal nature. 

The reader who is curious to see an exhibition of early testimony 
respecting this epistle, may find it amply detaiked in Lardner’s Credibil- 
ity ; and in Schmidii Historia et Vindiciae Canonis Sac. etc. The cir- 
cumstantial evidence which evinces its genuineness, he will find admir- 
ably exhibited in Paley’s Horae Paulinae. 

Those who do not possess the first two of these works, may consult 
Polycarp Epist. and Philipp. cap. 6; Clemens Rom. Ep. and Cor, cap. 
35; both in Cotelerii Patres Apostolici. See also Theoph. ad Auto- 
lye. 1. 20. ΤΙ. 14. Epist. Ecc. Vienn. et Lugd., in Euseb. Hist. Eee. 
V.1. Irenaeus cont. Haeres. III. 16.§ 3. Clem. Alex. Strom. II. 
p- 457, and I. p. 117, edit. Sylburg. . Tertull. adv. Praxeam, cap. 13; de 
Corona, cap. 6. Cypr. Ep. LXIX. It is needless to cite later testi- 
monies. 


τς ὁ 5. Of the genuineness of chaps. XV. XVI. 


The genuineness of these chapters, at least as a part of the proper 
epistle to the Romans, has been called in question, and is still doubted 
by some. Heumann has advanced a peculiar hypothesis respecting 
chap. xvi. He thinks that the proper original epistle of Paul ends 
with chap. x1., and excludes from it all the hortatory part, i. e. chaps. 
xu.—xv. Chapter xvi., he supposes, was originally attached to the 
end of chapter x1.; and that the sequel of the epistle is a kind of post- 
script or second letter, added by Paul after some delay in transmitting 
the first letter. This hypothesis, indeed, does not really deny the gen- 
uineness of any part of the epistle; but it advances what seems to be 
very improbable. What could be more natural, than for Paul, after he 
had completed his doctrinal discussions, to caution the church at Rome 
against various evils to which he knew them to be particularly exposed ? 
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Is not this his manner elsewhere ? And does not the οὖν (chap. και. 1) 
necessarily import a connexion between the sequel and the preceding 
context? In a word, the whole theory is so gratutitous, that it does not 
seem to be entitled to any serious contradiction. 

Semler, however, has advanced much further than Heumann. In his 
Dissert. de dupl. appendice ep. Pauli ad Rom., he advances the supposi- 
tion, ‘that chap. xv. was not addressed to the Romans, but to those 
who had charge of Paul’s epistle to them, which consisted of chap. 1.— 
XIv., with the doxology in 16: 25—27/ 

But let any one, now, without any reference to such a hypothesis, 
sit down and carefully read chap. xv., and I will venture to predict, 
that he will never once even think of its being addressed to any other 
persons, than those to whom the preceding part of the epistle is addressed. 
In particular ; how can he help feeling that vs. 1—13 do very closely 
cohere with chap. x1v., as the ὀφείλομεν δέ at the beginning indicates ? 
And in the remaining part of the chapter, what is there which is incon- 
gruous with the condition and relation of Paul in respect to his readers ? 
Compare vs. 15, 23 with 1:13; and also 15: 28 with Acts 19: 21, the 
latter of which passages shews the actual condition of Paul, when he 
wrote the epistle. I am entirely unable to see why Paul should have 
given personally to the bearers of his letter to the Romans, such hints 
as chap. XV. contains ; nor can I imagine what inducement Semler had 
to suppose this. But, 

Chap. xvi. is more exposed to attack; because it consists of 
matter in general which is easily dissociated from the rest of the epistle. 
If the whole of it be omitted, the epistle is still, in all important respects, 
the same ; if it be retained, the matter added consists chiefly in the expres- 
sion of personal civilities. Moreover, the concluding part of chap. xv. 
would make a very probable and analogical close of the epistle ; in par- 
ticular if the “μήν at the close οὖν. 33 be retained. 

Probably grounds such as these first occasioned doubts concerning 
the genuineness of this chapter in particular. Semler advances a suppo- 
sition respecting it, which (I had almost said) none but a man of such 
visionary phantasies could have advanced. He supposes that all the 
persons to whom greetings are sent, in vs. 1—16, are those whom the 
bearers of the epistle expected to visit, on their way to Rome; and of 
course, that none of these were to be found in Rome itself. Conse- 
quently, according to him, this part of the epistle was a mere letter of 
commendation or introduction, designed for the bearers of the epistle, 
and not for the church at Rome. 

According to this, then, the first stage of the journey of the letter- 
carriers was only to Cenchrea, some seven or eight miles from Corinth, 
to the house of Phebe. But the singularity of Paul’s recommendation is, 
that instead of commending them to her hospitality, he commends her to 
the hospitality of those whom he addresses: cuvicrnus δὲ ὑμῖν BoiBny .... 

ἵνα αὐτὴν προσδέξησϑε κι τ. λ. Semler felt the incongruity of this, and 
referred προσδέξησϑε to receiving into communion. Did Phebe then, living 
within a couple of hours’ walk from Corinth, and famous as she was for 
being a προστάτις πολλῶν (v. 2), need a written recommendation of Paul, 
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in order that the bearers of his letter might admit her to church com- 
munion? But besides this, the word προσδέξησϑε, in such a connection, 
does not admit of such a sense. Comp. Phil. 2: 29, and also (as to 
general meaning) 3 John v. 6. 

Thus much for the outset of this journey. Nor is the progress more 
fortunate. Aquila and Priscilla are next recommended to the letter-car- 
riers. But the last which we know of them, before the writing of this 
letter, is that they are at Ephesus, Acts 18: 18, 19, 26. But Semler 
provides them with a house at Corinth; and this, probably, because it 
would not be very natural for those who were to travel westward toward 
Rome, to go some hundreds of miles eastward, i. e. to Ephesus, in order 
to get to the capital of the Roman empire. But how is the matter helped 
by this process? What have we now? A letter of introduction (so to 
speak) from Paul, directing his messengers to greet Priscilla and Aquila 
on their journey, while these same persons lived in the very town from 
which they started! Hug has well expressed his views of this matter. 
After speaking of the first stay of Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth (Acts 
18: 2), and of a second at Ephesus (Acts 18: 18, 19), he thus proceeds: 
“Whence now this third or Semlerian house at Corinth, I know not,” 
Einleit. II. p. 397. ed. 8. But, lastly, what are we to do with vs. 17—20, 
on the ground of Semler? Were the bearers of the letter so divided, as 
is there described ; and was their obedience (ὑπακοὴ) so celebrated, as is 
there hinted? Above all, what is to be done with vs. 21—24? Would 
Paul send written salutations from those who were with him at Corinth, 
to the bearers of his epistle, who set out from the same place? Did they 
not confer with Paul himself, and did not his friends as well as himself 
see and converse with them? And what shall we say to v. 16, which 
directs Paul’s messengers to salute one another? 

But enough of this. Let us briefly examine some of the external 
evidences which Semler adduces, against the genuineness of chap. xvi. 

(a) ‘ Marcion, as Origen testifies, excluded chaps. xv. xvi. from the 
epistle.’ 

But according to Ruffin’s translation of Origen (the original here is 
lost), the words of this writer are: “Caput hoe [i. 6. 16: 25—27], Marcion, a 
quo Scripture evangelice et apostolice interpolate sunt, de hac epistola 
penitus abstulit; et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo ἘΠῚ scriptum est: 
‘Omne autem quod non ex fide est, peecatum est’? [Rom. 14: 23], 
usque ad finem totius epistole, cuncta dissecuit.” From this nothing 
more can be gathered, than that Marcion wholly omitted the doxology in 
16: 25—27, and separated (dissecuit) chaps. xv. xvi. from the rest of the 
epistle. There is an evident distinction here, between penitus abstulit and 
dissecuit. 'This separation Marcion might make, as others have done, 
because of the diverse matter contained in these chapters. And even if 
Marcion omitted the whole, he stands convicted before the world of such 
notorious falsifications of the sacred writings, that it would weigh nothing. 

_ (6) ‘Euthalius, in his Elenchus capitulorun, leaves out chap. xvi.’ 

_ True; but Euthalius, in his Elenchus, mentions only those chapters 
which were publicly read; and chap. xvi. was usually omitted in the 
public reading of the epistle. That he did not acknowledge this chapter 
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as a part of the epistle, is altogether improbable ; since, in reckoning the 
στίχοι of the whole epistle, he includes those of chap. xv1. 

(c) ‘Tertullian (cont. Mare. v. 13) cites Rom. 14: 10 thus: ‘In clausula, 
tribunal Christi comminari Paulum.’ 

But what should hinder Tertullian from saying that chap. 14: 10 is in 
the clausula, i. 6. closing part, of the epistle? Is it not in such a part? 
Can any thing be satisfactorily proved, moreover, by urging a sense of 
words strictly and logically exact, in such a writer as Tertullian ? 

As to any alleged discrepancy of manuscripts, with regard to a part 
of chap. xv1., I shall have occasion to notice this in the sequel. 

But, very recently, another doubter in the genuineness of chap. Xxvr., 
of a more solid cast than Semler, has made his appearance. Schott, in 
his Isagoge ad Nov. Test., recently published, in a note p. 248 seq., has 
assigned other, and perhaps better, reasons than those of Semler, for his 
doubts. Let us examine them. 

(a) ‘Paul salutes many persons, in 16: 5—15, as being at Rome, and 
in a very familiar way. How could he, who had never been at Rome 
(Rom. 1: 13), do this ?’ 

The answer is, that several of these persons were his own kinsmen ; 
see ὃ 1 above. With all or most of them he had very probably met, in 
the eourse of his travels. Intercourse between the metropolis of the 
Roman empire and the large towns of the provinces, was very frequent ; 
specially with Corinth the head-quarters of Achaia, and Ephesus of Asia 
Minor. And even if Paul had not seen all the persons whom he salutes, 
what is easier than to suppose that their character and standing were 
known to him, and therefore he sent them salutations? It is plainly a 
mistake, to suppose that none but personal acquaintances are saluted in 
the Pauline epistles. 

(6) ‘But Paul makes no mention of any of the persons here saluted 
as being at Rome, in his other epistles written there, e. g. in his epistle to 
the Ephesians, Colossians, Philippians, and Philemon.’ 

The answer is, that in only one of these (that to the Colossians), does 
he send any thing but a mere general salutation. Moreover, as all these 
epistles must have been written some two years and a half, and may have 
been written some four years, later than the epistle to the Romans, so the 
state of that church, exposed as it was continually to increase and de- 
crease, may have greatly altered when he wrote the last named epistles ; 
or the persons named in his epistle to the Romans, may have gone else- 
where in order to propagate the gospel; or they might have deceased ; 
or it might be, that they did not happen to pay him a visit while he was 
writing the above named epistles, and so a greeting from them was not 
mentioned. A thing of this nature is so accidentally varied, that we 
cannot make any conclusions which are valid, either from this appearance 
or from that. 

(c) ‘Aquila and Priscilla are saluted as being at Rome. In Acts 18: 
19, 26, we find their abode at Ephesus; and in Paul’s last stay at Ephe- 
sus, when he wrote the first epistle to the Corinthians, we find them still 
there, 1 Cor. 16: 19.’ 

All this I concede. But since Aquila and Priscilla had, for some 
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tinh been obliged to relinquish their abode at abides on account of the 
decree'of Claudius, what is more natural than to suppose, that, so soon as 
might be, they would return to Rome, at least long enough to adjiist their 
affairs there, which, it is more than probable, had been embarrassed by 
the decree of banishment ? 

(d) ‘But 2 Tim. 4: 19, written at Rome, greets Priscilla and Aquila 
as residing at Ephesus.’ 

I grant it. But when was this written? Just before the final mar- 
tyrdom of Paul (4: 6—8); i. e. probably some ten years after the epistle 
to the Romans was written, and also after the persecution by Nero had 
commenced. What difficulty now in the supposition, that Aquila and 
Priscilla had fled from Rome when this persecution broke out, and gone 
back to their former station at Ephesus, where they had spent several 
years? There Paul salutes them in 2 Tim. 4: 19. 

Lastly, Professor Schott expresses his belief, that ‘chap. xvi. is made 
up of fragments of some brief epistle of Paul’s, written at Corinth and 
addressed to some church in Asia Minor, and added by mistake, piece 
by piece as it was discovered, to the epistle to the Romans. Vs. 1—16 
compose the first fragment; vs. 17—20, the second; vs. 21—24, the 
third; vs. 25—27, the fourth.’ 

But what a series of postulata are here made out, without a syllable 
of historical evidence! Where is the evidence of the lost epistle to an 
anonymous church in Asia Minor? Where that it was lost, excepting 
a few scattered fragments which “ sensim sensimque deprehendebantur 2?” 
And the conceit of adding all these fragments to the epistle to the Ro- 
mans, which already had a good ending with chap. xv.; how should 
this have ever entered any one’s head? Why add them to this 
epistle, rather than to some of Paul’s shorter epistles? And then the 
persons themselves, named in chap. xvi.; what a singular phantasy it 
must have been in the compiler, to have supposed, that if they belonged 
to some church in Asia Minor, their names could be tacked on to the 
epistle written to the church at Rome! How can we admit such gra- 
tuitous and improbable hypotheses as these ? 

Nor can I admit what has frequently been said, in respect to chap. 
Xv1., viz. that it is wholly unconnected with the preceding part of the 
epistle, and may be disjoined from it without injury to it. Thus much 
is true, indeed, viz. that salutations and expressions of Christian courtesy, 
are not doctrinal discussions nor practical precepts; in a word, the six- 
teenth chapter, which is principally made up of salutations, must of 
course be diverse from the preceding part of the epistle. But is it not 
equally true, that chaps. xu—xv. differ as much from the preceding 
ones, as chap. xvi. does from all the others? Is it proper, moreover, 
that Christian salutations should be exchanged, in epistles like that of 
Paul? This will not be denied. The force of such examples of kind- 
ness and courtesy and benevolent feeling, is scarcely less than that of 
direct precept; and in some respects it has evidently the advantage of 
‘precept, inasmuch as practice speaks louder than theory. Why, then, 
should the salutatory part of the epistle be thrown away? And would 
not rejecting it be an injury to the congruity and to the general good 
effect of the whole 3 
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Nor is it correct to say, that there is not an evident relation and 
connexion of some part of chap. xv1. with what precedes, besides that 
which has just been mentioned. Let any one diligently consider the 
contents of vs. 17—20, and he will see plainly, that they refer to the 
divisions and erroneous sentiments which are the subject of particular 
discussion in chaps. x11.—xv. Let him compare 16: 19 with 1: 8, and 
he will see the same person expressing himself in the same circum- 
stances. In a word, it would be truly wonderful, if the straggling frag- 
ments of an epistle, sent to some unknown church in Asia Minor, should 
fit the place of a conclusion to the epistle to the Romans so well as its 
present conclusion fits it. 

Eichhorn (Einleit. in das N. Test.) has advanced a hypothesis still 
more fanciful, if possible, than that of Semler or Schott. Chap. χνι. 
1—20 is, according to him, a letter of recommendation to the Corinthian 
church, which Paul wrote for Phebe, the deaconess mentioned in vs. 1, 2. 
This, after it had been read by them, she obtained again, carried it along 
with her to Rome; and because the church there were unwilling that 
any thing from the hand of Paul should perish, they tacked it on upon 
the epistle of Paul to them, so as to make out a conclusion for it! 

Is it worth the pains to. refute such criticism? Or rather, can the 
name of criticism be fairly given to such extravagant and incongruous 
suppositions? One is ready to ask: What sort of a church must it 
have been, in the metropolis of the world, and whose fame had gone 
abroad through the whole empire, that could deal thus with Paul’s epis- 
tles? Why was not the letter of Phebe kept by itself, and published 
by itself, as well as John’s letter to the “elect lady?” But this is only 
one among the numerous conceits, which are intermingled with the 
striking and instructive compositions of Eichhorn. 

Finally, as no internal evidence can be made out, that chaps. xv. xvr. 
are spurious; so no eaternal evidence of any considerable weight can 
be adduced in favour of this supposition. The manuscripts (with some 
variety as to the position of 16: 25—27, and with the omission of these 
verses in a few cases), are all on the side of the genuineness of these 
chapters; I mean, that all which are of any authority are so. Jerome 
(Comm. in Eph. 3: 5) mentions, that he knew of some manuscripts which 
omitted 16: 25—27; and Wetstein cites a Codex Latinus which does so. 
But in regard to ail the rest of chaps. xv. xv1., it will not be contended 
that any authority from manuscripts, fathers, or versions, warrants us in 
suspecting them. Even as to Marcion himself, there is no certain evi- 
dence, as we have seen, that he rejected them. Why then should we 
reject them at the present time ? 


ὁ 6. Different position in manuscripts of 16: 25—27. 


There is a difference among the Codices here, which it is very difii- 
cult to account for in a satisfactory manner. (1) In the Codex Alex., 
and in one hundred and six Codices minusc., these verses follow chap. 
14, 23; and here Tholuck, Flatt, Griesbach, and others, place them. 

_In most of the Greek fathers, also, and in the Syriac and Arabic versions, 
they occupy the same place. 


48 INTRODUCTION TO THE 





This is the sum of the external evidence, in respect to this posi- 
tion of the verses in question. But in whatever way they may have 
been transferred thither, it seems difficult to avoid the feeling of incon- 
gruity as to such a position. It is an evident interruption of the tenor 
of the discourse. The ὀφείλομεν δὲ of 15:1, shows that it is a con- 
tinuation of a preceding discourse; and so plainly does the matter 
of vs. 1—13 itself indicate. Nor am I able to persuade myself, that the 
matter at the close of chap. xrv. is of such a tenor, as entitles us to be- 
lieve that Paul here breaks out into an animated doxology. Usually, it 
is only after the enunciation of some deep, sublime, soul-stirring truth, 
that he betakes himself to expressions of this nature in medio cursu. 
What is there in the discussion about eating meats or refraining from 
them, to move his soul to the sublime doxology contained in 16: 25—27? 
I must accord, therefore, with Knapp, who places these verses at the 
end of the epistle. 

(2) A few manuscripts omit vs. 25—27. 

Eichhorn, as usual, has built a singular castle in the air upon this 
fact. He accounts for all the varieties in the manuscripts in this way: 
(1) The original piece of parchment, on which Paul’s epistle was 
written, was filled when the scribe came to 14: 23. He then took a 
small and separate piece of parchment, on one side of which he wrote 
the salutations in vs. 21—24; and on the other the doxology in vs. 25— 
27. But the letter not being immediately sent, the apostle made addi- 
tions to it; first of chap. xv., and then of 16: 1—20. So then the 
epistle was sent to the church at Rome, on four separate pieces of man- 
uscript. In copying this, some ended the epistle with 14: 23; others 
added to this the doxology in 16: 25—27; a third class copied as far as 
14: 23, and then added the postscripts of the apostle (15: 1—16: 20), and 
finally the small leaf of parchment written with the body of the epistle, 
(which is the usual form of the epistle); while a fourth class, copying 
from these different copies, inserted the doxology both after 14: 23 and 
at the end of the whole epistle. 

Sorry copyists, indeed, they must have been at Rome, to make such 
mistakes as these! One is ready to wonder, why the additional parch- 
ments were not joined on to the original one, in proper order, and not 
left in the form of Sybilline leaves; a thing which required nothing 
more than a little paste or glue, and a moment’s attention. Then, sup- 
posing them to have been left separately, were there no marks added 
by the writer, to direct the reader’s attention and perusal? Are im- 
portant documents wont to be made out in such a negligent manner ὃ 
But (what is directly to our present purpose) how came any copyist to 
imagine, that the letter ended with chap. 14: 23? Or why, as so many 
mistakes were made about the order of the small piece of parchment 
first added, were none made about the order of the two different post- 
scripts, viz. 15: 1—33 and 16: 1—20? 

I am grieved to add, that Griesbach, in attempting to account for 
the variation of manuscripts in regard to 16: 25—27, has advanced sup- 
positions not less visionary and gratuitous than those of Eichhorn. 
This is the more to be wondered at, since Griesbach is not much prone 
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to phantasies of this nature. The reader of Eichhorn is not surprised 
to find such a conceit in him; for a critic, who could add on the last 
twenty-six chapters of the book of Isaiah (which he names Pseudo- 
Isaiah), to the genuine works of that prophet, because the copyist hap- 
pened to have room to spare in his parchment, and wanted to fill it out 
(Einleit. in das A. Test. iii. p. 91. ed. 3d), may well be imagined not to 
be incapable of making suppositions like those above related. 

But what if we, at the present day, are unable to account for the 
confusion of manuscripts, with regard to 16: 25—27? Will this oblige 
us to resort to suppositions altogether incredible in themselves ?—To say 
the least, it should not induce us thus to do. We cannot, then,—at least 
until we come to the persuasion that parchment was as scarce and dear 
in ancient times as Eichhorn (so often as it suits his critical convenience) 
makes it, we cannot—admit a supposition which involves such an entire 
ὕστερον πρότερον, in a most solemn and important epistle of Paul. And 
even if we admit that parchment was so scarce and so dear, we are, 
after all, at our wit’s end to know why the concluding piece was not 
joined on to the same roll which contained the rest of the epistle. 

(3) Some manuscripts have 16: 25—27 both after 14: 23 and at the 
end. Of this further notice is taken, under the next head. 

(4) With the Textus Receptus, which places these verses at the end, 
agree the Codex. Vat., three uncial Codices, some Codd. minusc., and 
the Latin fathers. With Knapp, Hug, and others, I am persuaded that 
this is their genuine place. What shall we say of ἐγὼ Τέρτιος, ὃ γράψας 
τὴν ἐπιστολήν, in 16: 22? Does it not of course imply, that it is near 
the close of the epistle, and that the epistle is one? And if so, then are 
chaps xv. Xvi. a genuine and original part of it, as Bertholdt has well 
remarked, Einleit. vi. § 715. 

.‘But how can so many doxologies be accounted for?’ To which I 
answer, that no serious difficulty lies in the way of this. It is not 
natural to suppose, indeed it cannot well be supposed, that the apostle 
wrote the whole epistle in a single day, or at a single sitting. If, in the 
midst of his multiplied engagements and his short stay at Corinth, he was 
several days, or even weeks, in writing it, (which we may easily and 
probably suppose); then we can account for the various doxologies and 
apparent closes of the epistle, in chaps. xv. xvi. It is easy to believe, 
that 15: 33 was the first pause which was made, with the probable ᾿ 
design, originally, of ending the epistle there. Afterwards, renewed 
and additional intelligence coming from Rome, with kind greetings of 
friends there, he was induced to add, in return, the greetings in 16: 1—16; 
to which he subjoined the warnings, and the apparent conclusion in vs. 
17—20. The definiteness with which he here speaks of the divisions 
and erroneous sentiments in the church at Rome, in all probability had 
its origin in the very recent information which he had obtained from that 
city. Finally, before sending away his epistle, other Christians at Co- 
rinth, deeply interested in the affairs of the church at Rome, visited the 
apostle and desired him to express their salutations. ‘This done, he 
adds, as usual, another kind wish and prayer for the church which he 
addresses, 16: 24, And then, in reading over and correcting the copy 
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which Tertius had made of the whole, Paul, at the close of all, subjoined 
the general doxology which is contained in vs. 25—27. 

If you say: ‘Here are almost as many suppositions as those of Eich- 
horn and Griesbach? my reply is, that there are almost as many in 
respect to number, but still of a totally different character. Here the 
appeal is made to the internal state of the epistle itself, and to the prob- 
able and natural circumstances which accompany the writing of such a 
letter. Nothing stands in the way of believing the things just suggested 
to be altogether probable. But when all these phenomena are made to 
depend on odd pieces of parchment, and Sybilline leaves, strangely for- 
warded without juncture or order, and as strangely mistaken in the 
copying, how can we satisfy ourselves with such suggestions ? 

That the manuscripts differ so much, as to 10: 25—27, is indeed a 
striking circumstance in the critical history of the epistle to the Romans. 
But if any one will attentively reflect on the several apparent conclu- 
sions in the epistle, (15: 13, 23 and 16: 20, 24), he may easily be induced 
to believe, that the confusion in the manuscripts has arisen from this cir- 
cumstance. Copyists supposed there must be some mistake, in having 
a conclusion in 16: 24, and then another superadded in vs. 25—27. It 
was natural for them to find a difficulty in this. Therefore, with the 
conviction that here was some mistake, they sought an earlier place for 
these verses; and they could find none which was not already occupied 
by something of the like nature, without going back to 14: 23. Here 
then some of them placed 16: 25—27, and others followed these copies. 
In the mean time, other copies continued to be taken after the original 
order of the epistle, and thus a discrepancy arose. Some copyists, per- 
ceiving this discrepancy, and also the fact that chaps. xv. xvi. contain 
so many formulas of conclusion, omitted 16: 25—27; while others find- 
ing these verses in some copies after 14: 23, and in others at the end of 
the epistle, copied them both. In this way we can easily account 
for all the discrepancies that exist, without resorting to any forced or 
unnatural suppositions. We may add to all this, moreover, the proba- 
bility that the public lections of the epistle extended only to the end of 
chap. x1v.; to which it was altogether natural to add 16: 25—27 as a 
proper close; and that the practice of reading the epistle in this man- 
ner, gradually introduced the writing of manuscripts in the same way. 


δ 7. State of feeling and opinion in the church at Rome, when the episile 
was written. 


That this church consisted of Jews and Gentiles, we have already 
seen ;§ 2 above. That many of the erroneous views which Paul com- 
bats in it, were such as the Hebrews were prone to cherish, there can 
be no doubt, on the part of any one well acquainted with the history of 
Jewish opinions. That grounds of dissension among its members 
existed in the church at Rome, we can hardly refuse to believe, when 
we consider the general tenor of the epistle. The national pride of the 
Jew; his attachment to the Mosaic institutes, and especially to the Le- 
yitical rites and distinctions of clean and unclean ; his impatience of sub- 
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ordination in any respect to Gentiles; his’ unwillingness to believe that 
they could be admitted to equal privileges with the Jew, in the kingdom 
of the Messiah, and particularly without becoming proselytes to the Mosa- 
ic religion ; his proneness to feel indignant at the government of heathen 
magistrates over him; all this lies on the face of the epistle, and cannot 
well be overlooked by any considerate and attentive reader. 

On the other hand; the Gentiles disregarded the prejudices of the 
Jews, especially about circumcision, and meats and drinks, and holi- 
days; they were wounded at the claim of superiority which the Jews 
seemed to make; and knowing that the great apostle to the Gentiles 
was an advocate for their equal rights and privileges, they no doubt 
engaged in contest with the Jews with an unyielding spirit. Such a 
state of things very naturally gave rise to discussions in the epistle to 
the Romans, and to all the cautions and precepts contained in the horta- 
tory part of the epistle. 

With this general view of the condition of the church before us, we 
need not be solicitous to determine whether the apostle had special and 
local objects in view, when he wrote it, or more general ones. My 
answer to this question would be, that he had both in view; i. e. he 
meant to establish some great and general principles of Christianity, and 
also to apply them to the state of the church at Rome. Nothing can 
be more natural than this supposition; and so Luther, Calvin, Melanc- 
thon, Bucer, Michaelis, Tholuck, and others, have for substance judged. 
That Paul intermingles with general truths, many things which are 
local, is almost a matter of course in an epistle to a particular church. 
The contents of the epistle itself, or a brief analysis and synopsis of the 
whole, I reserve for a separate statement. : 
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BRIEF ANALYSIS 


OF THE 


CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Were I to select a motto, which would, in a single brief sentence, 
designate the substance of what this epistle contains, it should be taken 
from the apostle Paul himself: 


XPIZTOS ἩΜΙ͂Ν AIKAIOSTNH TE KAI ‘AP IASMOZ. 


CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


The first five chapters exhibit Christ, as the author and efficient 
cause of our justification. 

After an appropriate and affectionate introduction (1: 1—16), the 
apostle proceeds to show, that the Gentiles have all transgressed against 
the law of God, which was written on their hearts, and that they indul- 
ged in a great variety of sins which they knew to be wrong, (1: 17—32). 
He next proceeds to shew, that the Jews are even more guilty still, 
inasmuch as they have sinned against more light and more distinguish- 
ed privileges, (2: 1—3: 19). Η now draws the conclusion from these 
premises, that justification by deeds of law, i. e. on the score of merit or 
on the ground of perfect obedience, is impossible; for inasmuch as all 
men have sinned against the law of God, all are under its condemnation, 
and therefore grace or mercy only can save them from perishing. This 
grace is vouchsafed only through Christ, and has been procured by his 
sufferings and death in behalf of sinners, (3: 20—31). 

The Old Testament also teaches the same doctrine of gratuitous jus- 
tification ; and that this should be extended to Gentiles, as well as Jews, 
(4: 1—235). 

The happy fruits of such a state of justification, peace with God, 
support and consolation in the midst of trials and sufferings, a hope 
which maketh not ashamed and never can be disappointed, are next 
described by the writer, (5: 1—11). And that it is perfectly proper 
and becoming on the part of God, to extend those blessings to all, both 
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Jews and Gentiles, is strikingly taught by an exhibition of the fact, that 
all have been made to share in the evils which flowed from the apostasy 
of our original progenitors, (5: 12—19). Even in those cases where sin 
has exhibited its greatest power, the grace of the gospel is made to tri- 
- umph over it, (5: 20, 21). 

Thus is CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION set forth by the apostle. 
He comes next to exhibit CHRIST OUR SANCTIFICATION. This 
important topic he introduces, by discussing the objection raised against 
the doctrine of gratuitous justification, viz. that it tends to encourage sin. 
He shows in the first place, from various considerations, the incongru- 
ity and impossibility of this, (6: 1—23). He then proceeds to contrast a 
state of grace, and the means and motives to holiness which it furnishes, 
with a legal state ; and to show that in the latter, the sinner has no hope 
of maintaining a holy character, while in the former he is abundantly 
furnished with the means of doing it; consequently that a state of grace, 
so far from encouraging men to sin, affords them the -only hope of their 
being able to subdue and mortify sin, (7: 1—®: 17). 

The apostle then, as he had before done at the close of his discus- 
sion respecting justification (5: 1—11), goes on to shew the consolation 
which the gospel affords, under the various troubles of the present life, 
(8: 18—27); and in the sequel concludes, as in the former case, with 
exultation in the certainty of future and eternal glory to all who truly 
love God, (8: 28—39). 

The part of the epistle properly doctrinal, concludes with the 8th 
chapter. Chapter rx. discusses the objections raised against the deal- 
ings of God with his creatures, when he makes some of them the dis- 
tinguished subjects of his mercy, and passes by others. Chap. x, con- 
firms still farther, by various considerations, and particularly by texts ci- 
ted from the Old Testament, the idea that the Jews who remain in un- 
belief; are and must be cast off; and therefore that this is not new or 
strange doctrine. Chap. x1. continues to urge the same subject; but 
at the close, deduces from it the cheering consolation, that even the re- 
jection of the Jews will be made a great blessing to the world, as it will 
be the occasion of salvation being sent to the Gentiles. And if their 
rejection be attended with consequences so important, then surely their 
reception again will fill the world with its happy fruits. 

The rest of the epistle is hortatory; and adapted specially to warn 
the church at Rome against several errors, to which, in*their cireum- 
stances, they were peculiarly exposed. First, they are exhorted to lay 
aside all pride, and envious distinctions, and claims to preference on the 
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ground of office, gifts, ete.; and to conduct themselves in a kind, af- 
fectionate, gentle, peaceable manner, (12: 1—21). Next, they are ex- 
horted to a quiet and orderly demeanor in regard to the civil power, 
which the Jews were especially prone to contemn, (13: 1—7). The 





great law of love is to be regarded and obeyed toward all men, without 
or within the church, (13: 8—14). 

Thirdly, the Gentile Christians are admonished to respect the scru- 
ples of their Jewish brethren, on the subject of eating meats offered to 
idols; and admonished that they have no right to interfere, either in 
this matter or in other things of the like tenor, (14: 1—15—7). On the 
other hand, the Jews are admonished, that their Gentile brethren have 
equal rights and privileges with themselves, under the gospel dispensd- 
tion, (15: 8—13). 

The writer then expresses his good hopes concerning them all; his 
kind and tender regard for them, and his purposes in respect to visiting 
them. Lastly, he subjoins the salutations of various Christians who 
were with him; cautions them against those who seek to make divis- 
ions among them; and concludes with a doxology. 

Such is the brief sketch of the contents of the epistle before us ; 
one which the reader will not fully understand and appreciate, until he 
has attentively studied the whole ; but still, one to which he may recur, 
in order to satisfy himself of the relation which a particular part has to 
the whole. Τὸ gain this satisfaction, it is important that he should be- 
come well acquainted with the general scope and object of the whole 
epistle. The details of the respective parts, are given in the introduc- 
tions to each; which are embodied with the commentary, although 
distinguished from it by the smaller type in which they are printed. 
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CHAPTER I. 1—16. 


The introductory part of the epistle to the Romans, 1: 1—16, contains, 
(1) A salutation, vs. 1—7. (2) A brief declaration of some personal wishes 
and concerns, vs. 8—16.—The apostle, being a stranger in person to the 
church at Rome, begins his letter with exhibiting the nature of his office and 
of his relation to the church of God, v.1. Having mentioned that he had 
been set apart for the service of God in the gospel, he hints, in passing, 
that this same gospel had been before announced by the ancient prophets, v. 
2, and that it has respect to him, who was of the seed of David according to 
the flesh or in his humbler condition, but the exalted and powerful Son of 
God in the glorified state which succeeded his resurrection, vs. 3,4. From 
him who had thus been constituted Lord of all, Paul avers that he had received 
such grace as made him one of Christ’s devoted followers, and also the office 
of an apostle to the Gentiles, in order to promote the knowledge of a Saviour 
among them, v. 5; and inasmuch as the Romans were among these Gentiles, 
and were called to be heirs of the grace of life, v. 6, he addresses them, wishing 
them every needed spiritual and temporal blessing. 

He next passes on to circumstances of a personal nature, which seem to 
prepare the way for the subsequent address that he is to make to them. He 
thanks God that their Christian faith is so distinguished as to becomea matter of 
universal notice, v. 8; declares the strong desire which he had long cherished 
of paying them a visit, and that they had been the continual subject of his 
remembrance when coming before the throne of grace, vs. 9,10; and alleges 
his wish not only to impart spiritual consolation and joy to them, but to receive 
the same from them, vs. 11,12. He then repeats his declaration respecting 
the desire he had all along cherished of paying them a visit, and states the 
reasons why he had not fulfilled it, v. 13. He expresses a wish to preach 
armong them as well as among other Gentiles, inasmuch as he considers him- 
self under obligation to preach the gospel to all classes of men among the 
heathen, vs. 14,15. Of this gospel he is not ashamed, knowing that by it the 
mighty power of God is manifested, in the salvation of both Jews and 
Greeks, v. 16. 

Here the introduction properly ends; inasmuch as the next verse exhibits 
one great theme of the epistle, and is the subject which gives occasion to all 
the remarks which follow, to the end of chap. v. 


The reader of Paul’s writings cannot fail to remark, how different 
was the mode of writing epistles, in ancient times, from that which 
we now practice, with regard to some things pertaining to address, sub- 
scription, etc. Paul prefixes his name, instead of subscribing it at 
the end of his letters, as we now do. I the like way, and after his 
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example, the letters missive, etc., of churches to each other, are still 
drawn up among us. 

(1) Παῦλος, probably a Roman and not a Hebrew name, i. e. 
Paulus ; compare the name of the Roman deputy-praetor, Sergius 
Paulus, Acts 13: 7, who became a convert to Christianity through 
the instrumentality of Paul. The Hebrew name of this apostle was 
bany , Lavdoc; and he is first called [Tavdog in Acts 13: 9, imme- 
diately afier the mention of Sergius Paulus. Hence many have 
thought, that ΠΠαῦλος is a name which the apostle took in honour of 
the deputy-praetor. The more natural explanation is, that JTavdog 
was a second name of Roman origin, given him in accordance with 
the custom of the times. While the Jews were subjected to the pow- 
er of the Seleucidae on the throne of Syria, it was very common 
among them to adopt a second name of Greek origin; e. g. Jesus, 
Jason; Jehoiakim, Alkimos, etc. So under the Roman power: 
Dostai, Dositheus; Tarphin, Trypho. A comparison of these will 
shew, that in general the second name bore some resemblance in 
sound to the first. So «Σαῦλος, Παῦλος. 

Aoviog means, in itself, one devoted to the service of another, one 
who is sulject to the will or control of another. Of course it may im- 
port a station or condition which is in itself high or low, honorable or 
dishonorable, according to the state or rank of the master. A servant 
of a man, i. 6. of any common man, is a slave ; at least, the word in 
its strict sense would import this. But the servants of a king, are 
courtiers of the highest rank, who count this title a matter of honour. 
So servants of God is an appellation given to the prophets, Moses, 
Joshua, etc., Rom. 10:7. 11:18. 15:3. Deut. 34:5. Josh. 1:1. Jer. 
25: 4. Amos 3: 7; and in like manner, and for the same reason, the 
apostles and primitive preachers of the gospel are called the servants 
of Christ, Gal. 1: 10. Tit. 1: 1. James 1: 1. 2 Pet. 1: 1. Col. 4: 12. 
The sense of δοῦλος in the text before us, accords with this latter 
usage. 'The apostle means to call himself a servant of Christ in a 
special sense, as the context which follows clearly indicates. If this 
were not the case, δοῦλος might be understood as meaning simply a 
worshipper of Christ or of God, one devoted to his service ; for in such 
a sense we find the word employed in 1 Pet. 2: 16. Eph. 6: 6. Rev. 
7: 3. Luke 2: 29. Acts 4: 29. Ps. 113: 1. But in Rom. 1: 1, it is 
clear that δοῦλος means one devoted to the special service of Christ in 
his gospel; and it is therefore an honorary title, or rather, it indicates 
‘both the station and the devotedness of the person to whom it is 
applied. 
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*Inoov Χριστοῦ may mean, either that Christ has bestowed on 
him the office of δοῦλος which he holds, i. e. it may be Genitivus 
auctoris ; or it may mean, that the apostle’s business or object as 
δοῦλος, is to promote the cause of Christ, or to forward his work. The 
sequel shews that the former sense is the one here meant. 

Kinros, lit. called, but the meaning here is, chosen, invited, viz. 
chosen to take upon him the office of an apostle; see Acts 26: 17, 
where the κλητὸς here is expressed by ἐξαιρούμενος σε, I have taken 
thee out of, 1 have selected thee from. The word xAnrog sometimes 
has the sense merely of invited, bidden; e. g. Matt. 20: 16. 22: 14. 
But in the writings of Paul, it is not used in ‘he sense merely of in- | 
vited, but always in the sense of efficient calling, as we say, 1. e. it 
means not only that the person designated has been invited or selected, 
but that he has accepted the invitation; 1 Cor. 1: 1, 2. 1 Cor. 1: 24. 
Rom. 1: 6, 7. 8:28; with which collate Gal. 1: 15. Jude v. 1. Heb. 
3: 1. Rom. 11: 29. Eph. 4: 1. 

° Apoorouévog ... . ϑεοῦ, lit. separated or set apart for the gospel 
of God, i. 6. chosen or selected in order to proclaim or preach the gos- 
pel of God, viz. that gospel of which God is the author, ϑεοῦ being 
the Genitivus auctoris. The word ἀφορισμένος seems intended to be 
epexegetical of A706, i. 6. it expresses the same idea in different 
language. Hesychius explains ἀφορισμένος by ἐκλελεγμένος, chosen, 
διακεκριμένος, selected. In the same sense ἀφορίσατε occurs in Acts 
13:2. See the same sentiment in Gal. 1:15. Jer. 1:5. The mean- 
ing is, that God, who foreknows all things, did set him apart, choose, 
select him for the work of the gospel, even from the earliest period of 
his life, Gal. 1:15. So it is said of Jeremiah, that he was set apart, 
selected, for the prophetic office even before he was formed in his 
mother’s womb ; by all which expressions is meant, that God knows 
all persons and events before they exist or take place, and that he has 
a definite object in view which he intends to accomplish by them. 

Εἰς εὐαγγέλιον has the same sense as εἐρ τὸ εὐαγγελίσασϑαι 
εὐαγγέλιον, in order to preach the gospel. 'This method of using the 
Acc. (with the preposition εἰς prefixed) as a nomen actionis, is a fre- 
quent idiom of Paul’s writings, and resembles the use of the Heb. 
Inf. (with a> prefixed) as a nomen actionis. Evayyéhvoy itself is 
sometimes employed to denote the preaching of the gospel; e.g. 1 
Cor. 4:15. 9: 14.—Zvayysiiov ϑεοῦ Chrysostom understands as 
meaning the gospel concerning God, viewing ϑεοῦ as Genitivus objecti. 
But this interpretation is plainly erroneous; for the object is supplied 
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in v. 8, viz. εὐαγγέλιον Geou .... περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. Theophy- 
lact rightly explains the phrase: ὡς δωρηϑὲν παρὰ tov ϑεοῦ, [the 
gospel] as given by God. For the sentiment that the gospel is of 
God, and that Christ taught it as received from him, let the reader 
compare John 8: 28, 38. 5: 19, 30. 12:49. 14:10, 24. 17: 4—8. 

(2) “O προεπηγγείλατο .... ἁγίαις, which he formerly, or in 

former times, declared or published by his prophets, in the holy Scrip- 

tures. In like manner, Paul, in his defence before Agrippa, says, 
that he had proclaimed nothing as a preacher of the gospel, which 
the prophets and Moses had not declared should take place, Acts 26: 
22. That Christ and all his apostles believed and taught, that the 
Old Testament abounds in prophecies respecting him, there can be 
no doubt on the part of any one who attentively reads the New Tes- 
tament. 

Even the heathen of the apostle’s time had become acquainted 
with the expectations of the Jews, in regard to the appearance of the 
Messiah ; which expectations were excited and cherished in the He- 
brews, by the perusal of their own ancient Scriptures. Thus Tacitus 
speaks of this subject: “ Pluribus persuasio inerat, antiquis sacerdo- 
tum literis contineri, eo ipso tempore fore, ut valesceret Oriens, pro- 
fectique Judaea rerum potirentur,” Hist. V. 13. In the same manner 
Suetonius his cotemporary expresses himself: “‘ Percrebuerat Oriente 
toto, vetus et constans opinio, esse in fatis ut eo tempore Judaea pro- 
fecti rerum potirentur,” in Vespas. c. 4. The first promises respect- 
ing the Messiah were merely of a general nature, unaccompanied by 
peculiar and characteristic declarations; e.g. Gen. 3:15. 12:3. 
17: 4, 5. 49:10. In later times, it was foretold that the expected 
King and Deliverer would be of the progeny of David, 2 Sam. 7: 16. 
Ps. 89: 35—37. In several Psalms, some traits of the life, office, 
character, and sufferings of this illustrious personage were given; 
viz. Psalms 11. xvi. xx. xiv. cx. etc.; still more graphically is the 
Messiah described in Is. x11. ; and individual occurrencies in his his- 
tory are given in later prophets, e. g. Zech. 9:9. 11:13. Mal. 3:1, seq. 
4:2,seq. It has been observed, that Malachi’s declaration in the last 
chapter of his prophecy, is homogeneous with the very first annunci- 
ation of the gospel in Mark 1:2. Our English version of mo0ennyyei- 
dato, promised afore, does not give the proper meaning of the word. 
_ “Ev γραφαῖς ἁγίαις, in the holy Scriptures. The Jews employed 
either γραφή the singular, or γραφαί the plural, indifferently. The 
first means the corpus librorum sacrorum; the second refers to the 
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same collection, as made up of several particular writings. ‘The epi- 
thet ἁγίαν is given to γραφαί, because the Scriptures were regarded 
as worthy of all reverence, or because they were looked upon as being 
inspired by τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἁγίον. 

(3) Περὶ τοῦ ὑιοῦ αὐτοῦ, respecting his Son. In sense, this 
clause is united to εὐαγγέλεον θεοῦ at the close of v. 1. It follows, 
therefore, that v. 2 is a parenthetic circumstance thrown in. But 
although this is the case, there is no more necessity here of actually 
inserting a parenthesis, than in many other cases where explanatory 
circumstances are added in the like way; nor, on the other hand, can 
there be any weighty objections made against inserting a parenthesis 
here (as I have done in the translation), inasmuch as the sense in 
reality implies one. Tholuck joins zegé κ.τ.λ. with προεπηγγείλατο ; 
but as this verb itself relates to evayyédcov θεοῦ, it seems more con- 
gruous to refer περὶ κ.τ.λ. to the same words. 

Tov yevoutvov .... 0aoxa, who was born of the seed of David, 
in respect to the flesh. 'The verse itself is replete with difficulties ; 
and especially so to one who is not familiarly conversant with the 
character of Paul’s style. Tholuck strikingly compares the latter to 
the urgent force of waves, which swell one above another in continual 
succession. It is an obvious peculiarity of this apostle’s style, that he 
abounds in what we should usually call parentheses. His mind ap- 
pears to have been so glowing, and so full of ideas, that the expres- 
sion of a single word seems often to call forth as it were a burst of 
thought respecting the import of that word, which hinders him from 
advancing in the sentence that he had begun, until he has given 
some vent to the feelings thus incidentally occasioned. ‘The expres- 
sion of these feelings, makes what I have named parenthesis above ; 
although this may not always be designated as such, in our printed 
books. To illustrate what I mean, let us take the examples in the 
first paragraph of the epistle before us. When Paul (v. 1) had nam- 
ed the εὐαγγέλεον ϑεοῦ, which would recal to the minds of his read- 
ers the gospel that was then preached by himself and others, he im- 
mediately adds, in order to enforce on their minds a becoming idea 
of the dignity and excellence of this gospel, 0 προεπηγγείλατο διὰ 
τῶν προφητῶν αὐτοῦ ἐν γραφαῖς ἁγίαις" after which he resumes his 
subject. But no sooner has he uttered the words τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, 
than another burst of thought respecting the exalted personage thus 
named escapes him. First, this Son is γενομένου... . σάρκα, ἃ 
descendant of David, the most exalted king who ever occupied the 
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Jewish throne, even as to his humbler condition, or his human nature. 
Secondly, lie is τοῦ ὁρισϑέντος . . . . νεκρῶν, i. 6. he has been consti- 
tuted or set forth as the Son of God, clothed with supreme dominion, 
in respect to his more exalted condition or his more exalted nature, 
after his resurrection from the dead. Having thus given vent to the 
feelings of reverence with which the mention of the Son of God had 
inspired him, he resumes his theme by the words /yoov ... . ἡμῶν, 
which are in apposition with τοῦ υἱοῦ αὑτοῦ inv. 8. The words 
τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν again suggest another train of thought, which the 
writer stops to utter, viz. δὲ Ov... . Xovorov' after which he resumes 
his theme, and finishes the sentence by πᾶσι TOUS... . «Χριστοῦ, V 
7. The greater part, then, of this apparently pintnies sentence, 
might be included in parenthesis ; ; and then the simple sentence would 


run thus: Παῦλος... . ἀφωρισμένος εἷς papaee ae ϑεοῦ περὶ TOU 
υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. πη ρο Xovorov tov Κυρίου ἡμῶν... . πᾶσι τοῖς 
οὖσιν κ.τ.λ. 


If the reader now will take special notice of this characteristic in 
the writings of Paul, it will help to unravel many a sentence, which 
would otherwise seem perplexed and perhaps even irrelevant. To 
understand well the writings of this apostle, something more than a 
knowledge of grammar and of words is necessary. We must be able 
to enter into the feelings and sympathies of the writer, and to trace 
his modes of thought and expression in cases that seem obscure, as 
well as in cases which are plain. 

Τενομένου, descended, born.— Ex σπέρματος, of the posterity, of 
the lineage.—Kato. σάρκα, in respect to his human nature, or in re- 
spect to his incarnate state, his fleshly existence. Sao denotes liter- 
ally flesh, i. 6. the flesh of a living, animated being, in distinction 
from that of a dead one, which is κρέας, It denotes body also; not 
in the sense of σώμα which has reference to the compacting of the 
whole of the parts into one mass, but in the sense of body as distin- 
guished from mind, the visible part as distinguished from the invisible 
one. Hence it is very often used, both in the Old Testament and 
the New, for our animal nature, the animal man (so to speak). 
Frail, perishable man, also, and man with carnal appetites and passions, 
are often designated by it ; as every lexicon will shew. As kindred with 
this, it often means man as living in his present fleshly and dying or 
transitory state, in distinction from another and different condition in 
a future world; so Gal. 2:20. Phil. 1:22, 24. Heb. 5:7 applied to 
Christ. 1 Pet. 4:2. 2 Cor. 10:3. This I take to be the shade of 
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sense, which it has in the passage before us. Christ, as to his out- 
ward and transitory man, or as to his human nature or condition, de- 
scended from the royal progeny of David; and therefore, even in 
respect to his lower nature, he was of exalted origin. In other words, 
Christ, as to his incarnate condition, i. e. as to that nature which 
dwelt on earth (ἐσχήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν, John 1: 14), and was capable of 
suffering and dying, was of regal descent. 

Such was Christ even in his state of humiliation. But what was 
he in his exalted and glorified state? If, as to his fleshly or transitory 
nature and state, he was David’s son, what was he in his exalted con- 
dition, his pneumatic state? The answer is, ‘The Son of God;’ and 
not simply this neither, for he was the Son of God while ἐν oaexzi but 
in his exalted state, he was the Son of God ἐν δυνάμεις i. 6. he was 
“Lord over all,” ‘Head over all things to his church, ἀρχὴ τῆς 
κτίσεως TOU ϑεοῦ." 

Such I take to be the general idea of τοῦ ὁρισϑέντος.. .. ἀγεω-- 
σύνης. The illustration of particular words, is attended with no 
small difficulty. 

(4) Ορισϑέντος has been rendered decreed, constituted, ordained ; 
so Clavius, Erasmus, Faber, and others. So also the oldest Latin 
interpreters, gui predestinatus est; as appears from the Latin inter- 
pretation of Irenzus, III. 18, 32; from Rufin’s version of Origen, 
and Hilary De Trinitate, VII. 'To the same purpose some recent 
interpreters have rendered ὁρισϑέντος" and this accords with the 
meaning of the word in Heb. 4: 7. Acts 11: 29. 2: 23. 10: 42. 17: 
26, 31. Luke 22: 22; and these are all the instances in which it is 
used in the New Testament, excepting the case before us. 

But this sense of the word is alleged, by some critics, not to accord 
with the design of the passage. In order to prove this, they suppose 
the passage (by way of illustration) to be construed thus: ‘ Ordained 
to be the Son of God with power, zara πνεῦμα ayewovrys, i. 6. by 
the miraculous gifts which the Spirit conferred upon him, or by the 
miracles which the Spirit enabled him to perform; and then ask, 
how the miraculous gifts or deeds of Jesus ordained or constituted him 
to be the Son of God? He possessed these gifts, or performed these 
miracles, as they justly aver, because he was the Son of God; he was 
not made so by the possession of his gifts or the performance of his 
deeds. Grotius, in order to relieve this difficulty with respect to 
ὁρισϑέντος, construes the passage thus: ‘ The regal dignity of Jesus, 
as Son of God, was predestinated or prefigured, when he wrought signs 
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and wonders in his incarnate state.’ But how predestinating or 
constituting can be made to mean prefiguring, I am not aware. 

Others construe thus: ‘Ordained to be the powerful Son of God, 
in his pneumatic condition [or state of exaltation], by his resurrection 
from the dead.’ But in this case we are compelled to ask: How 
could his resurrection decree or ordain his exalted state? It might 
be the consequence of a decree that he should be exalted; it was so; 
buf’in what manner the resurrection could ordain, or constitute, or 
decree his exaltation, it would be difficult indeed to explain. 

There is yet one other sense, however, in which the passage be- 
fore us may be taken, viz. * Constituted the Son of God with power, 
in his pneumatic condition, after his resurrection from the dead.’ For 
although he was the Son of God before his resurrection, yet he was 
not the Son of God ἐν δυνάμει, in the sense here meant, until after 
his ascension to the right hand of the Majesty on high. 

I hesitate between this sense, and the one given by Origen, 
Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Theophylact, GEcumenius, the Syriac 
version, and the great majority of modern critics; viz. ὁρεσϑέντος" 
δειχϑέντος, ἀποφϑέντος, κριϑέντος, ὁμολογηϑέντος, shewn, demon- 
strated, ehibited, declared. Of this meaning of ὁρίζω, it is true, no 
example can be found in the New Testament, nor in the classics, 
which seems to be exactly in point. Passow gives no sense of this 
kind to ὁρίζω, in his lexicon. I find only one example (if indeed 
this be one) in the instances produced by Elsner, which will stand 
the test of scrutiny; this is: “A patron of what is just, δικαστὴν 
ὁρίζομεν γνήσιον, we call a true judge, or we declare to be a judge 
worthy of the name.” But even here, the sense of deciding, deter- 
mining, defining, is altogether a good one for ὁρίζομεν ; and this 
agrees with the usual meaning of the word. Still, as ὁρίζω (from 
600) means literally to prescribe the boundaries or limits of any thing, 
and thus, by defining it, to distinguish it from other things; so the 
secondary meaning given by Chrysostom, viz. δειχϑέντος, ἀποφϑέντος, 
declared, shown, is not an unnatural one, although destitute (so far as 
I can discover) of any definite wsus loquendi to support it. The 
lexicon of Zonaras gives the same gloss to the word: ogeodévrog" 
ἀποδειχϑέντος, ἀποφανϑέντος. 

It is a safe rule, not to adopt the sense of a word, which is not 
supported by the wsus loquendi, when another meaning which is 
supported by it, can be given, that will make good sense. And in 
the case before us, it is as good sense to say, that “Christ was consti- 
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tuted the Son of God with power, after his resurrection from the dead,’ 
as to say, that ‘Christ was shown to be the Son of God with power, 
after his resurrection from the dead.’ For after the resurrection, he 
was advanced to an elevation which, as Messiah, he did not before 
possess; comp. Phil. 2: 9—11. Heb. 2: 9. 12: 2. Rev. 3: 21. Matt. 
19; 28. Heb. 1:3. Nay, I may say that the more energetic meaning 
of the word is to be found in constituted. As an instance of this 
nature exactly in point, see Acts 10: 42, where Christ is said so be 
ὁ ὡρισμένος ὑπὸ τοῦ ϑεοῦ κριτὴς ζώντων καὶ νεκρῶν, the constituted 
judge of the living and the dead; an example quite in point as to 
the sentiment, as well as the language. See also the same sense of 
the word in Acts 17: 31, wocoe sc. κριτήν, i. e. he [God] hath consti- 
tuted him [Christ] the judge, etc.; comp. 17: 26, ogloag .... 
καιρούς. 

If we should construe the phrase thus, as some do: ‘ Declared to 
be the Son of God with power, by the Holy Spirit, on account of (by) 
his resurrection from the dead ;’? one might then ask: How could the 
resurrection declare, in any special manner, that Christ was the Son 
of God? Was not Lazarus raised from the dead? Were not others 
raised from the dead, by Christ, by the apostles, by Elijah, and by 
the bones of Elisha? And yet was their resurrection proof, that they 
were the Sons of God? God did indeed prepare the way for univer- 
sal dominion to be given to Christ, by raising him from the dead. 
To the like purpose is the apostle’s assertion in Acts 17: 31. But | 
how an event common to him, to Lazarus, and to many others, could 
of itself demonstrate him to be the Son of God ἐν duye“es—remains 
yet to be shewn. 

These questions appear to me so forcible, that I must go back to 
the more simple and unembarrassed meaning: ‘ Constituted the Son 
of God with power, in respect to his pneumatic state or condition, 
after his resurrection from the dead.’ The sequel will exhibit addi- 
tional considerations, in respect to this subject. 

The phrase υἱοῦ ϑεοῦ is still more difficult of interpretation. In 
order to be as brief as possible, I begin with the generic idea. Yios 
ϑεοῦ any rational being may be called, who is formed in the image 
of God, i. e. possesses by his gift a moral and intellectual nature like 
his own. The original idea of υἱός, is that of derivation. The 
secondary one (which is often employed), is that of resemblance. 
The third gradation of meaning is, that of being regarded or treated 
as a son, occupying the place of a son, viz. having distinguished 
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gifts, favours, or blessings bestowed on any one. ‘To one or the 
other of these classes of meaning, may all the instances be traced, in 
which the phrase son or sons of God is applied, in the Old Testament 
or the New. 

It is superfluous here to shew that υἱός, in its primary and literal 
sense, as applied to the relations of men, means a masculine descendant 
of any one; or that it means offspring, posterity, near or remote. In 
regard to the phrase υἱὸς ϑεοῦ, it-is applied, (1) To Adam, as pro- 
ceeding immediately from the hand of the Creator, Luke 3: 38. (2) 
To those who are regenerated, or born of the Spirit of God, John 1: 
12,13. Rom.8: 15,17. 1 John 3: 1, 2, et sepe alibi. Connected with 
this, is the usage of calling all true worshippers of God his sons; 6. g. 
Matt. 5:9, 45. Luke 6: 35. 20:36. Rom. 8: 14, 19. 2 Cor. 6: 
18. Gal. 3:26. Heb. 12:6. Rev. 21: 7, et alibi. (3) The same 
appellation is sometimes given to such as are treated with special 
kindness; 6. g. Rom. 9:26. Hos 1:10. 11:1. Deut. 32: 5, 19. 
Is. 1:2. 43: 6. Jer. 31:9. 2 Cor. 6:18. God, as the common 
father and benefactor of all men, good and bad, in reference to this 
relation, often calls himself a father, and styles them his children ; 
“If I be a father, where is mine honour?” ‘I have nourished and 
brought up children, but they have rebelled against me.” Moreover, 
as all men are made in his image, i. e. have an intellectual, rational, 
and moral nature like his own; on this account also they may be styled 
his children; but more specially does this apply to those who are 
regenerated, and in whom the image of God that had been in part - 
defaced, is restored. (4) As bearing some resemblance to the Su- 
preme Ruler of the universe in respect to authority, or as having 
office by his special favour, kings are sometimes named sons of God ; 
6. g. Ps. 82:6 (ἘΚ 3). 2Sam. 7:14. So in Homer, διογενὴς 
βασιλεύς, Ili. I. 279. II. 196. (5) Angels are called sons of God, 
for the like reason that men are, viz. because God is their creator 
and benefactor ; and specially, because they bear a high resemblance 
to God ; see Job 1: 6. 2: 1. 88:7. Dan. 3: 25. 

It is evident from inspecting these examples, that men and angels 
may be called sons of God for more than one reason; nay, that in 
some cases all the reasons for giving this appellation are united. E.g.a 
pious Israelite might be called a son of God, because God was his 
creator; because of the special favours and blessings-bestowed upon 
him, i. e. because of his being treated as a son; because he was born 
again by the power of the Holy Spirit ; and because he bore a special 
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resemblance to his heavenly father. For each or for any one of these 
reasons, it is obvious we might, agreeably to Scripture usage, call 
any one a son of God, whois truly pious; and for all of them combined, 
or for any part of them, we might in like manner bestow on him the 
same appellation. I mention this here, because it is of no small im- 
portance in rightly estimating the force of 0 υἱὸς τοῦ Mov, as applied 
to Christ. We come now to consider this last phrase, as applied in 
this manner. 

(a) It designates Jesus as produced in the womb of the virgin 
Mary, by the miraculous influence of the Holy Spirit, Luke 1: 32 
(comp. Luke 3: 38). Perhaps the same sense belongs to it in Mark 
1:1 The words of the centurion, in Matt. 27: 54 and Mark 15: 39, 
seem, in the mouth of a Roman, to have the like sense, although 
perhaps it is not altogether the same. 

(6) It means Jesus as the constituted King or Messiah. ¥. g. 
Matt. 16: 16. 26: 63. Mark 14: 61. Luke 22: 70. John 1: 49. 11: 
27; and probably in Matt. 8: 29. 14: 33. Mark 3: 11. 5: 7. Luke 4: 
41. 8:28. John 1:34. 6:69. 9: 35. 10:36. Acts 9: 20. 13: 33. 
Heb. 5: 5. In the like sense, the appellation Son is given to him, in 
the way of anticipation, by the ancient prophets who foretold his ap- 
pearance ; Ps. 2: 7. 89:27. On the like ground, kings, as we have 
seen in No. 4, are called sons of God; Ps. 82: 6. 2 Sam. 7: 14. 

(c) The most common use of the phrase Son of God as applied 
to the Messiah, is, to designate the high and mysterious relation 
which subsisted between him and God the Father, by virtue of which 
he was, in his complex person as ϑέανϑρωπος, the ἀπαύγασμα τῆς 
δόξης καὶ χαρακτὴρ τῆς ὑποστάσεως τοῦ πατρός, Heb. 1:3; the 
εἰχῶν τοῦ ϑεοῦ τοῦ ἀοράτου, Col. 1:15; the εἰκὼν τοῦ ϑεοῦ, 2 Cor. 
4: 4. In this respect, ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ϑεοῦ is rather a name of nature 
than of office, for it is predicated upon the high and glorious εἰκών, 
resemblance, stmilitude, which the Son exhibits of the Father, he being 
the radiance (ἀπαύγασμα) of his glory; so that what Jesus said to 
Philip is true, viz. ‘‘He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father,” 
John 14:9. “It hath pleased the Father, that in him all fulness 
should dwell,” Col. 1: 19; even “all the fulness of the Godhead bod- 
ily,” Col. 2:9; and that high, yea divine honour should be paid to 
him, Phil. 2: 9—11. Rom. 14: 11. (comp. v. 9). Rev. 5: 13, 14. John 
5: 23. Heb. 1:6. As Son, Christ is lord and heir of all things, Heb. 
1: 2, 3,8. In particular, it would seem to be one design of the New 
Testament writers, in using the appellation Son of God, to convey the 
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idea of a most intimate connexion, love, and fellowship (so to speak), 
between him and the Father. Compare, in order to illustrate this idea, 
such texts as Matt. 11: 27. Luke 10: 22. John 1: 14,18. Heb. 1: 5, 
seq. Matt. 3:17. Luke 3: 22. 9: 35. Col. 1: 13. 2 Pet. 1: 17. Matt. 
17: 5. Mark 1: 11. 9:7. Compare, also, with these last texts, the 
parables in Matt. 21: 37, seq. 22: 2, seq. Mark 12:6. Luke 20: 13; 
also John 8: 35, 36, and 10: 36. That God has given Christ the 
Spirit without measure, that he dwells in him σωματικῶς, that all 
counsels and secrets (so to speak) of the divine Nature are perfectly 
known to him, (John 1: 18. Matt. 11: 27. Luke 10:22. John 6: 46. 
7: 29. 8:19. 14: 9, 10, 11, 20. 10: 15), seems to be suggested by 
the appellation Son of God as frequently bestowed ; for so the texts 
referred to, and other like texts, would imply. In a word, similitude, 
affection, confidence, and most intimate connection, seem to be de- 
signated by the appellation Son, as applied to Christ. In this sense 
it is most frequent in the New Testament; although with Paul, the 
idea of Messianic dignity or elevation is more commonly designated 
by Kugcog. 

But while I am fully satisfied that the term Son of God is often- 
times applied to Christ as a name of nature, as well as of office; yet I 
am as fully satisfied, that it is not applied to him considered simply as 
divine, or simply as Logos. It designates the Θεάνϑρωπος, the 
God-man, i. 6. the complex person of the Messiah, in distinction from 
his divine nature simply considered, or his Logos state or condition. 
The exceptions to this are only cases of such a nature, as shew that 
the appellation Son of God became, by usage, a kind of proper name, 
which might be applied either to his human nature, or to his divine 
one, as well as to his complex person. In just such a way proper 
names are commonly used; e. g. Abraham usually and properly 
means, the complex person of this individual consisting of soul and 
body. But when I say: ‘Abraham is dead,’ I mean the physical 
part only of Abraham isso; and when I say : ‘Abraham is alive,’ I mean 
that his immortal part only is so. So in regard to the name Son of 
God; when I say: ‘The Son of God was crucified,’ I mean that his 
mortal part was so; when I say: ‘God sent his Son, the Son came 
out from the Father, he had glory with the Father before the world 
was,’ etc., I mean, in such cases, that the divine nature of the Son 
became incarnate, that ἑαυτὸν éxévwos .... ἑαυτὸν ἐταπείνωσε 
(Phil. 2: 7,8), taking upon him the likeness of our nature. But when 
_I say, with John, that ‘‘ Jesus is the Son of God,” and that “ Jesus 
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Christ has come in the flesh,” I mean to designate his complex per- 
son, the ϑεάνθϑρωτος, the ϑεὸς ἐν σαρκὶ φανερωϑείς, the λόγος σὰρξ 
yevouevos and this is the case with most of the examples of the 
phrase in the New Testament; see Excursus I. 

If I rightly understand the meaning of υἱοῦ ϑεοῦ, it designates 
the Messiah, the King of Israel, the Lord of ail, in the passage be- 
fore us. Such was Christ constituted, after his resurrection from the 
dead, when he ascended to take his place at the right hand of the 
Majesty on high, and was made κληρονόμος πάντων. To express this 
idea with intensity, the writer adds: 

Ev δυνάμει, i. 6. Christ was now constituted the Son of God or 
the Messiah, possessed of δύναμες or endowed with δυνάμεις. Before 
his resurrection, he appeared as “a man of sorrows and acquainted 
with grief,” as “a root out of dry ground;” after it, he was clothed 
with supreme majesty and glory, and “all power in heaven and on 
earth was committed to him,” Matt 28:18. This ces passage seems 
to present the key to the one before us. 

I am aware that ἐν δυνάμεν has been connected, by many exposi- 
tors, with dgco0evros, and regarded as.an adverb signifying potenter, 
7223, and so rendering intensive the participle just named, i. e. 
making the whole to mean powerfully demonstrated, or shewn in a 
glorious or wonderful manner, etc. That the Dative case of a noun 
joined with ἕν, may be employed adverbially, is indeed in accordance 
with the laws of the Greek language. But is it in accordance with 
probability, in this case, that ἐν δυνάμει qualifies cgeodevt0s? It 
would seem to be a singular method indeed of expressing intensity. 
Why not put ἐν δυνάμει, in such a case, before ὁρισϑέντος, in order 
to avoid an equivocal construction of the sentence? Then again, how 
singular the qualification of a word which signifies fo constitute, or, if 
you please, to shew. How could one think of adding ἕν δυνάμει to 
augment the signification of such a kind of verb or participle? Why 
not choose ἀποφαίνω, ἐλέγχω, or some such word which is intense in 
itself? And further; where are the analogies in the New Testa- 
ment? ἁυνάμες, as employed in general, is a qualification of a per- 
son, or thing, or an office, not of a verb; e. g. Acts 10: 38, God 
anointed Jesus of Nazareth πνεύματι ἀγίῳ καὶ δυνάμει" Rom. 15: 
19, ἐν δυνάμει, by the force of, by virtue of ; 1 Cor. 4: 20, ‘the king- 
dom of God is ἐν δυνάμει 1 Cor. 15: 43, ‘the body is raised ἐν 
δυνάμει, i. 6. endowed with δύναμις 1 Thess. 1: 5, ‘the gospel 
was not in word only, but ἐν δυνάμει" 2 Thess. 1: 11, ‘the work of 
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faith ἐν δυνάμει 2 Thess. 2: 9, ἐν πάσῃ δυνάμει, endowed with va- 
rious powers. Once only do I find ἐν duvamec apparently qualifying 
a participle or verb, viz. Col. 1: 29, ἐνεργουμένη ἐν ἐμοὶ ἔν δυνάμει, 
operating powerfully in me. But here the participle has such a mean- 
ing as is plainly susceptible of intensity. Can we say that the same 
is the case with ὁρεσϑέντοςῦ As we cannot, I must therefore believe 
that ἐν δυνάμει is designed to qualify υἱοῦ Mov, in the manner 
before stated. I am the more inclined to this, when I see it to be 
affirmed in Matt. 24: 30. Mark 13: 26. Luke 21: 27, that ‘the Son of 
Man shall come, to take vengeance on the unbelieving Jews, pera 
δυνάμεως καὶ δοξης when the Saviour says of himself, after his 
resurrection, “πᾶσα δύναμις in heaven and earth is given to me,’ 
Matt. 28: 18; when Peter speaks of ‘ having made known to those 
whom he addressed, the δύναμεν καὶ ἐξουσίαν of our Lord Jesus 
Christ,’ 2 Pet. 1: 16; when the Son of Man represents himself, after 
his resurrection, as ‘seated at the right hand τῆς δυνάμεως, Matt. 26: 
64. Mark 14: 62. Luke 22: 69; and when τὸ χράτος is ascribed to 
the Lamb in Rev. 5: 18, and ἐξουσία in Rev. 12: 10. It does not 
seem to me, that there is any solid reason, why critics should any longer 
consider the application of ἐν δυνάμει, in our text, as doubtful, or as 
belonging to ogvodevros. 

Kata πνεῦμα ayewovvns—like every other expression in this 
verse, is contested. Some translate, by the Holy Spirit; and 
some, by a holy spirit, i. 6. divine and miraculous power. A third 
party construe πνεῦμα here, as designating the higher nature or con- 
dition of Christ, i. e. his pnewmatic nature or condition, if I may so 
express it. 

Schleusner, Flatt, Bengel, and others, find in ἀγεωσύνη a meaning 
designedly different from that of aysorns or ἁγιασμὸς. Thus Ben- 
gel: “aytorns sanctitas, ἀγεασμὸς sanctificatio, ἐγεωσύνη sanctimo- 
nia.” But this seems to be imaginary; for even in Latin, sanctimo- 
nia and sanctitas differ only in form, not in sense. “ἴῃ Greek, as 
there is no difference between ἀγαϑωσύνη and ἀγαϑότης, so there 
appears to be none between ἀγεωσύνη and ἀγεότης. The Seventy 
use ἀγιωσύνη for 1%, strength, in Ps. 96: 6 (95: 6); for U4} in Ps. 
97: 12 (96: 12); and for “πίη Ps. 145: ὅ (144: 5). But as πνεῦμα, 
so often called πνεῦμα ἅγιον, is here joined with ἀγεωσύνης, I cannot 
doubt that the word ἀγεωσύνης is here employed in the place of the 
adjective ἅγιον, (like w4pP in Wp 5, i.e. my holy mountain). 
So the Gen. case of nouns is employed, in almost innumerable in- 
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stances. If we may conjecture a reason why the apostle here pre- 
ferred ὁγεωσύνης to ἅγεον, we might say, that it was because he wished 
to avoid the dubious meaning which ἅγεον would seem to give to the 
passage, as the reader would more naturally refer this epithet to divine 
influence, or to the Holy Spirit. 

But why should not one of the two first named senses of ἁγιωσύνης 
be adopted? I answer: Because there is contra-distinction, (not 
antithesis in the strict sense of the word, for it is climax here instead 
of antithesis), between κατὰ σάρκα and κατὰ πνεῦμα. Christ, κατὰ 
σάρκα, was a king of David’s race; Christ, κατὰ πνεῦμα, was king in 
glory above, at the right hand of God. Such being the obvious mean- 
ing of the passage, I must reject the two first interpretations of ἀγιωσύ- 
yng, just mentioned. Those meanings are liable to serious objections ; 
for if you say, that xara πνεύμα means divine miraculous power ; then 
how, I ask, could this demonstrate that Christ was the Son of God, 
when he himself declares, that his disciples, after his death, shall do 
greater miracles than he had done? If you say that it means the 
Holy Spirit, as raising Christ from the dead (ἐξ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν), 
then this is contrary to the analogy of the Scripture, which represents 
God the Father as raising up Christ from the dead, Rom. 6: 4. 8: 11. 
Acts 2: 24. 2 Cor. 18: 4. Besides, how could the being raised from 
the dead be proof, as Flatt intimates, of the divine nature of Christ, 
since Lazarus and many others had also been raised from the dead? 
But what is more than all, the evident contra-distinction between 

nate σάρκα and κατὰ πνεῦμα is wholly laid aside, by either of those 
methods of interpretation; which of itself is adequate reason for 
rejecting them. 

We come then to the third position, viz. that πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης 
designates Christ in his higher or pneumatic state or condition. But is 
this analogical’? Is πνεῦμα elsewhere applied to Christ in the like way? 

That πνεῦμα is applied directly to Christ, seems clear from 2 Cor. 
3: 17, ὁ κύριος [Χριστὸς] τὸ πνεῦμα ἐστιν" and in v. 18, κυρίου 
πνεύματος. The appellation πνεῦμα is probably applied to Christ 
here, as the bestower of πνεῦμα. Again, in Heb. 9: 14, Christ is 
said to have offered himself, in the heavenly temple, a spotless victim 
to God διὰ πνεύματος αἰωνίου, in his everlasting pneumatic or glo- 
rified state. This passage does not seem fairly susceptible of any 
other meaning, when one compares it with vs. 11, 12, which precede, 
and with the analogy of Scripture; διά here being διά conditionis. 

In 1 Pet. 3: 18, the apostle speaking of Christ says, that he was 
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ϑανατωϑεὶς μὲν σαρκὶ, ζωοποιηϑεὶς δὲ mvsvuate’ where he appa- 
rently uses the very same contra-distinction which Paul makes use of 
in the verse before us. What can be the meaning of πνεῦμα, then, 
in such examples, if it be not the pneumatic state or condition or na- 
ture of the Saviour, i. e. his exalted and glorious state or nature? The 
word ζωοποιηϑείς, as here used, seems not to indicate restored to life, 
(for in what sense can this be literally applied to the πνεῦμα of Christ, 
even if πνεῦμα mean nothing more than his human soul?) but rendered 
happy, exalted to a state of glory; comp. ch. 4: 1, where παϑόντος 
is put for ϑανατωϑείς in 3: 18, and is the antithesis of ζωοποιηϑείς 
used in the sense just explained. 

If I rightly comprehend the meaning of these expressions as ap- 
plied to Christ, the sense of the whole clause on which I have been 
commenting, is: ‘Of royal descent, even of David’s lineage, as to his 
incarnate state (λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο); the Son of God clothed with 
supreme dominion, in his pneumatic i. e. exalted and glorified state.’ 

That both clauses, viz. that which describes his state κατὰ σάρκα, 
and that which describes his state κατὰ πνεῦμα ἀγιωσύνης, are de- 
signed to describe the dignity of the Saviour, seems altogether clear. 
Not anthithesis then, but climax seems to be here intended. So, with 
Tholuck, I understand the passage; and I have interpreted it accord- 
ingly. I do not say that an ingenious critic can raise no difficulties 
with respect to this interpretation; but I cannot help thinking, that 
they are much less than attend any other method of exegesis which 
has yet been adopted. ; 

"EE ἀναστάσεως τῶν νεκρῶν is another contested phrase. Many 
have rendered ἐξ by. So Chrysostom ; who deduces from our verse 
three proofs which were exhibited in order to shew the divine nature 
of Christ ; viz. (1) “Zv δυνάμει, i. e. the wonderful miracles which 
Christ wrought. (2) The gift of the Holy Spirit, κατὰ πνεῦμα 
ἁγιωσύνης. (8) The resurrection. The difficulty with his reason- 
ing is, that in the same manner, prophets, apostles, and others, may 
be proved to be divine. There can indeed, be no doubt, that ἐκ (εξ) 
is, so far as this preposition is concerned, susceptible of such an in- 
terpretation. It is often used in the sense of propter, ex, and desig- 
nates the causa occasionalis ; e. g. John 4:6, Jesus being wearied ἐκ 
τῆς ὁδοιπορίας: Acts 28:3. Rom. 5: 16. Rev. 8:13; or it desig- 
nates the causa instrumentalis, 1 Cor. 9: 14. 2 Cor. 7: 9. Rev. 3: 18. 
But, on the other hand, that ἐκ signifies after, since, in respect to 
time, is equally clear and certain; e. d. ἐκ κοιλίας μητρὸς, FROM 
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the time of one’s birth; Matt. 19:20, ἐκ νεότητος, From early youth; 
Luke 8: 27, ἐκ χρόνων ἱκανῶν, a long time since ; 23:8. John 6: 64. 
6: 66. 9: 1,32. Acts 9:33. 15:21. 24:10. Rev. 17:11, ἐκ τῶν 
ἑπτὰ ἐστι, ArTER the seven; 2 Pet. 2: 8; comp. Sept. in Gen. 39: 10. 
Lev. 25: 50. Deut. 15. 20.—So in the classics ; Arrian Exped. Alex. 
I. 26.3. ἐκ vorwy σχληρῶν, arreR vehement south winds. III. 15. 
13. V. 25. 8. Hist. Ind. 38. 5, ἐκ τοσῶνδε κακῶν, AFTER so many 
evils. Xenoph. Res Graecae, VI. ἐξ ἀρίστου, arrer dinner. No 
doubt can be left, then, that ἐξ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν may be rendered, 
AFTER the resurrection from the dead, or since his resurrection, etc. 
So Luther, stint der Zeit er auferstanden ist, since the time when he 
arose. 

᾿ναστάσεως νεκρῶν, moreover, is one of those combinations of 
the Gen. case with a preceding noun, which express great latitude of 
construction. Here it is equivalent to ἀναστάσεως ἔκ νεκρῶν. Both 
phrases, viz. ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν and ἀνάστασις ἐκ νεκρῶν, are used 
by the New Testament writers; e. g. the first, in Matt. 22: 31. Acts 
17: 32. 24: 21. 26: 23; and Paul limits himself to this same 
phraseology, e. g. 1 Cor. 15: 12, 18, 21, 42. Heb. 6: 2; the second, 
in Luke 20: 35. Acts 4:2. 1 can perceive no difference whatever in 
their meaning. In regard to the latitude in which the Genitive is 
employed, in order to designate relations which might otherwise be 
expressed by a preposition, see Winer’s N.'Test. Gramm. ᾧ 30. ed. 3d. 

The apostle having given his views respecting the dignity of Christ 
both κατὰ σάρκα and χατὰ πνεῦμα, (for distinction’s sake I include 
his declaration in a parenthesis, in my version of the passage), he now 
resumes the theme mentioned at the beginning of v. 3, viz. τοῦ υἱοῦ 
αὐτοῦ, by adding the other usual appellatives of honour and office 
given to the Son; whichare, “ησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν; Κύριος 
is a word of deep interest to Christians. Applied to Christ it properly 
denotes him as supreme Ruler or Lord, specially of his church. Mat- 
thew and Mark do not apply this title absolutely to Christ, except 
after his resurrection, Matt. 28: 6. Mark 16: 19, 20. But Luke, 
John, and Paul, apply it to him every where and often. With Paul 
the application seems to be in a manner exclusive. God the Father, 
or God absolutely considered, is named xvgeog about thirty times, in 
the Old Testament passages which Paul cites; but elsewhere, with 
the exception of some four or five instances, Paul gives to Christ ez- 
clusively the title of κύριος or 0 κύριος, in more than two hundred and 
fifteen instances; see Bib. Repos. I. 733, seq. The article makes 
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no difference in the meaning, inasmuch as the word is a kind of 
proper name by usage, is employed in like manner as one, and may 
therefore take or omit the article at the pleasure of the writer. See 
the Essay on the meaning of the word χύρεος, in the Bibl. Repos. as 
above. 

(5) Ad od .... ἀποστολήν, by whom we have received grace and 
the office of an apostle. Chrysostom, Grotius, and others interpret 
this as though it meant χάριν τῆς ἀποστολῆς, the favour or privilege 
of the apostolic office ; i. e. they construe the last words as a Hendia- 
dys. Augustine, as quoted by Tholuck, seems to have hit the real 
meaning : “ Gratiam cum omnibus fidelibus accepit—apostolatum, 
non cum omnibus.”’ I prefer to separate the meaning of the words. 
As to χάρες, comp. 1 Tim. 1: 12—14. As to ἀποστολή, comp. Acts 
9: 15. 18: 2. 22: 21. 

Eig ὑπακοὴν πίστεως, on account of the obedience of faith. Eis, 
followed by an Acc., in almost innumerable instances designates the 
object or end for which any thing is, or is done. The idea here is, 
that the office of an apostle had been given to Paul, ‘in order that 
(εἰς) he should further or promote obedience to the faith,’ i. e. to the 
gospel ; or (as we may construe πίστεως) the obedience of faith, viz. 
that which springs from subjective or internal faith. I prefer this lat- 
ter sense, as being on the whole the most energetic. 

"Ev πᾶσι τοῖς ἔϑνεσι, among all nations; see Bretschn. Lex. ἕν. 
No. 7, 2d edit. ἴζϑνεσι may be rendered Gentiles here, inasmuch 
as Paul was “the apostle of the Gentiles ;” but the expression seems 
to be more general. He means to say, that he received the office of 
an apostle, in order that the gospel might be preached to all nations, 
to Gentiles as well as to Jews. 

Ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ, for his name’s sake, which means, on 
his account. But with what is this to be joined? Does the apostle mean 
to say, that he had received χάριν καὶ ἀποστολήν on his [Christ’s] ac- 
count ; or does he join the latter expression with εἰς ὑπακοήν πίστεως, 
and thus designate the following sentiment, viz. that ‘obedience 

‘springing from Christian faith may be promoted among all nations, so 
that Christ may be glorified” In this latter way I should prefer to 
interpret it; and so Tholuck has done in his Commentary, as also 
Castalio and others. 

(6) “Ev οἷς ἐστε καὶ ὑμεῖς, among which [nations] are ye [Ro- 
mans]. The writer means to say: ‘Among those nations are ye, 
who have been won over to obey the Christian faith.’ So the sequel : 


ROMANS 1:6, 7. "3 





κλητοὶ Incov Χριστοῦ, the called of Jesus Christ, i. e. the called who 
belong to Christ. AAntog (see on the word under v. 1) means, by 
the usage of Paul, not only those to whom the external call of the 
gospel has been addressed, but those who have also been internally 
called ; in other words, it designates effectual calling. My reason for 
supposing Z Χρεστοῦ here to be a Genitive which designates belong- 
ing to, rather than a Genitivus agentis (in which case it would sig- 
nify of or by Christ), is, that the usual idiom ascribes the calling of 
sinners to Christ as effected by the agency of the Father, or of the 
Holy Spirit. KAyzroi λ Χριστοῦ, according to the interpretation 
now given, would mean ‘ Christians effectually called.’ 

(7) Πᾶσε.... ϑεοῦ, to all who are at Rome, beloved of God; 
i. 6. to all these λέγω, γράφω, I say what follows in the sequel, viz. 
Χάρις ὑμῖν, etc. I am inclined to think, that in saying ἐν “Pown, 
the apostle meant to include not only the Christians who. habitually 
dwelt there, but also Christians from abroad, more or less of whom 
must have frequented that great city. Such was the concourse of 
Greeks there in Juvenal’s time, that he calls it Graecam urbem. 
Christian foreigners who were in the city, no doubt would attend wor- 

- ship with the church which belonged there ; so that the apostle might 
well address the whole body of those who joined in Christian worship. 

Αλητοῖς ἁγίοις, chosen saints, or saints effectually called. So 
most editions and commentaries unite these words, making κλητοῖς 
an adjective qualifying ἀγίοις" and so I have translated them. This 

“may be correct, inasmuch as the apostle had just before called them 
zinrol Χριστοῦ. If this union of the two words was intended by 
him, they mean as much as to say, called or chosen to be holy, or to 
be consecrated to God, to be devoted to him. In the mean time, it is 
evident that the words may be pointed thus, κλητοῖς, ἁγίοις, to those 
who are called, who are devoted to Christ. 'The sense is substantially 
the same, whichever way we choose to interpret the words. 

As to the appellations, ἀγαπητοῖς ϑεοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις, the reader 
may compare the terms of honour and affection given to God’s ancient 
people; in Ex. 19:6. Deut. 33:3. 32:19; see also 1 Pet. 2:9. 1 
Tim. 3: 15. Phil. 2: 15; 1 John 3: 1, 2, 10. 5: 1. 

Χάρις ὑμῖν sc. ἔστω; may grace be imparted to you! Χάρις I 
understand as meaning every Christian grace and virtue, which the 
Spirit of God imparts to the followers of Christ; divine favour in the 
most extensive sense, but specially in the sense of spiritual blessings. 
- Εἰρήνη, like the Heb. ni>w , happiness of every kind, peace with 
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God and man, and so a state of quiet and happiness. The same word 
(nbw) is used, down to the present hour, among the oriental nations 
who speak the Shemitish languages, as an appropriate expression in 
their formulas of greeting, or of signifying good wishes. 

TIaroosg ἡμῶν, i. 6. the Father of all Christians, of you and me. 
So Christ has taught his disciples, when they approach God in prayer, 
to say πάτερ Nuwv.—AKvolov, see under v. 4. 

It should be remarked here, that in this prayer or wish, Paul 
seems to take it for granted, that the blessings for which he asks, 
come as really and truly (not to say as much) from the Lord Jesus 
Christ, as from God our Father. To the one, then, he addresses, 
his prayer, as well as to the other. 

The reader, in looking back on what he has now read, will find 
the whole paragraph exceedingly characteristic of the manner in 
which Paul often writes. With regard to the parenthetic explana- 
tions or remarks in vs. 3, 4, (see the remarks on the course of thought 
in these verses, under v. 3), we have seen that they were occasioned 
by the association of ideas in the writer’s mind, which were connect- 
ed with the mention of τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. So in respect to vs. 5 and 
6 again ; they were evidently suggested to the mind by τοῦ κυρίου 
ἡμῶν ἴῃ ν. 4. Having expressed the thoughts which κυρίου thus 
spontaneously suggested, the writer again resumes the direct address 
or salutation which he was making: πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν x.t.4. The words 
necessarily connected in the paragraph stand thus: περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ 
avrov.... Jnoou Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν... . πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν 
ἐν Ῥωμῃ κ. τ. λ.; so that the whole seven verses make but one sen- 
tence, which is grammatically connected together. In this are three 
parentheses, if we count ὃ προεπηγγείλατο διὰ τῶν προφητῶν αὐτοῦ 
ἐν γραφαῖς ἀγίαις as one; which we may do. This is an unusual 
number, even for Paul, in one sentence. Yet the characteristic of 
style developed by it is often to be seen, more or less, in the works of 
this distinguished apostle. 

(8) The apostle now proceeds to the expression of his kind feel- 
ings and wishes toward the church at Rome, in order to prepare the 
way, as it was natural for him to do, to be the more kindly listened 
to bythem. Πρῶτον, in the first place, first of all, viz. before I speak 
of other things. It does not here mean first in point of impértance, 
but first in the order of time.— 27ἐν Bretschneider (Lex.) consillers as 
here placed absolutely, i. e. without its usual corresponding δέ; for he 
says: “ No δεύτερον follows,” i. e. no additional clause connected with 
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dé. But in this I think he is mistaken. For the apostle, after two 
paragraphs in his usual manner, which begin with γάρ (illustrating and 
confirming first what he had said in v. 8, and then what he had said 
in v. 10), proceeds to the δεύτερον of his declarations in v. 18, viz. οὐ 
ϑέλω δὲ ὑμᾶς κι τ. Δ. That is, first, the apostle thanks God for their 
faith, etc.; and secondly, he is desirous to tell them how much he has 
longed to pay them a visit, etc. 

Tw ϑεῷ μου, my God; the Christian religion which teaches us 
to say πάτερ ἡμῶν, allows us to say, ϑεὸς pov.— va /noou Χριο- 
tov, per Christum, auxilio Christi, interventt Christi, i. e. through, 
by, or in consequence of, what Christ has done or effected; in other 
words, Deo gratias ago respectt vestrim omnium, ut Christo adju- 
vante fides vestra etc. ΑἸ] that had been done among them to pro- 
mote a true and saving belief, the apostle attributes to what Christ had 
caused or effected. But whether he means to designate what he had 
done for them by his sufferings and death, or by sending his Spirit, 
does not certainly appear. In either sense, the passage will convey 
a meaning both true and important. 

“Ὑπὲρ πάντων ὑμῶν, on account of you all; not for you in this 
sense, viz. in your room or stead.— Πίστις ὑμῶν, your Christian be- 
lief, your faith in the gospel—'Olw τῷ κόσμῳ, i. 6. throughout the 
Roman empire. Aoouog and ofxovuévy are frequently used in a 
limited sense, like the VY and 53m of the Hebrews. Nothing is 
more natural than to suppose, that the faith of the church at Rome 
might have been widely known or reported, in consequence of that 
great city being frequented by strangers from all parts of the empire. 

(9) Maorus yoo.... ϑεός, for God is my witness. Tue expli- 
cantis et confirmantis; i.e. the apostle unfolds and confirms, in the 
following sentence, the evidence of his strong sympathies with them, 
and of his gratitude to God on their account. The reason why he 
here makes the appeal to God seems to be, that he being a stranger in 
person to the church at Rome, they might otherwise think his expres- 
sions to be merely those of common civility. : 

* Qu λατρεύω... ... αὐτοῦ, whom I serve with my soul [sincerely] 
in the gospel of his Son. ᾿Εν τῷ πνεύματί μου I understand as de- 
signating sincerity, i. 6. real, internal, spiritual devotedness, in dis- 
tinction from what is merely external or apparent. The apostle 
means to say, that he was sincerely and really devoted to the cause 
which he professed to love and to promote ; comp. Phil. 3: 3. 2 Tim. 
1: 3. Eph. 6: 6. Rom. 2: 28, 29. 
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"By τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, by the preaching of the gospel 
which has respect to his Son, or by the preaching of the gospel of 
which his Son is the author, and which he taught me.— ὡς ἀδιαλείπ-- 
τως... ποιοῦμαι, how unceasingly I make remembrance of you. 
This shews the intense zeal which the apostle cherished for the wel- 
fare of the Christian churches; for if he thus constantly interceded 
with God for the church at Rome, which he had never visited, we 
cannot suppose that he forgot other churches which he had been the 
instrument of establishing. How different a phase would the Christian 
church speedily assume, if all its ministers were now actuated with the 
same degree of zeal which Paul exhibited! 

(10) Mavrote.... δεόμενος, always making supplication in my 
prayers; which is confirming what he had said before, ἀδιαλείπτως 
μνείαν ὑμῶν ποιοῦμαι, and at the same time pointing out the man- 
ner in which he made this μνείαν, viz. in his supplications before 
God. 

Εἴπως ... ὑμᾶς, [that] at some time or other, if possible before 
long, I may (God willing) make a prosperous journey, and come to 
pay you a visit. Einwg¢ expresses a degree of uncertainty which 
hung over the future, in the writer’s own mind, i. e. it means per- 
haps, if possible, if in some way, if by any means. ~//07, followed 
by the Future, means moz, brevi, by and by, soon, before long. Ποτέ, 
aliquando, tandem, at last, at some time or other, at some future peri- 
od; (πότε, with the accent on the penult, means when). Both the 
words ἤδη and ποτέ, have often nearly the same meaning when con- 
nected with a future tense. They may be here rendered thus: zoré, 
at last, at some time or other, or .at some future period ; ἤδη, moz, be- 
fore long ; so in the version, where I have given to each word its own 
particular and appropriate meaning, 

ὐοδωϑήσομαν means, to make a pleasant or prosperous journey. 
A journey to Rome, which the apostle so ardently longed to visit, 
would in itself of course have been a pleasant one.— Ly τῷ ϑελήματι 
τοῦ ϑεοῦ, i.e. Deo volente. Grotius renders the passage very hap- 
pily: ‘Si forte Dei voluntas felicitatem mihi indulgeat ad vos ve- 
niendi.” 

_ (11) Tag, in this verse, precedes a sentence designed to illustrate 
and confirm the declaration which Paul had just made, viz. that he 
felt a deep interest for the church at Rome, and hoped yet to enjoy 
the pleasure of visiting them.—'‘Jva τε... . . πνευματικόν, that I may 
impart to you some spiritual favour or gift. Bengel, Michaelis, and 
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others, interpret yaououa πνευματικὸν as meaning miraculous gift, 
such as the apostles sometimes imparted by the imposition of hands. 
Augustine understands by the same words, the love of one’s neighbour, 
supposing that the Jewish Christians at Rome were deficient in this 
virtue. But in v. 12, the apostle expresses his expectation of receiv- 
ing on his part a benefit like to that which he bestows on them; so 
that both of these methods of explanation seem to be fairly out of 
question. What he expected from them, was ovpnagaxlndrvae.... 
διὰ τῆς ἐν ἀλλήλοις πίστεως" consequently this was what he expected 
to do for them, viz. to encourage, animate, and strengthen them in 
their Christian profession and virtues. 

So the latter part of our verse: ἑἰς τὸ στηριχϑῆναι ὑμᾶς, that 
you may be confirmed, viz. in the manner stated above. Nor does it 
follow, that the apostle viewed the church at Rome as weak in faith, 
because he says this; unless we say that he was himself weak in 
faith, because he expects the like advantage of confirmation from his 
intercourse with them. Faith that is strong, and Christian virtue that 
is conspicuous, are capable of becoming still more so; and therefore 
expressions of this nature are never applied amiss, even to Christians 
of the highest order. The apostle “did not as yet count himself to 
have attained” all that elevation of Christian character of which he 
was capable, and which it was his duty to attain; Phil. 3: 13, seq. 

(12) Τοῦτο δέ ἐστε, that is, id est, prefixed to an epexegesis, or an 
ἐπανόρϑωσις (correction), as the Greeks named explanatory clauses 
of such a nature as that which now follows. The apostle, lest the 
meaning of the preceding declaration might be misconstrued, adds 
(in v. 12) the more full expression of his sentiment. He does not 
mean to assert, that the consequence of his visiting Rome would be 
merely their confirmation in the Christian faith, and so the advantage 
be all on their side; but he expects himself to be spiritually benefited 
by such a visit ; and this he fully expresses in v. 12. The remark of 
Calvin on this passage is very striking and just: “See with what 
gentleness a pious soul will demean itself! It refuses not to seek 
confirmation even from mere beginners in knowledge. Nor does the 
apostle use any dissimulation here; for there is none so poor in the 
church of Christ, that he cannot make some addition of importance 
to our stores. We, unhappily, are hindered by pride from availing 
ourselves properly of such an advantage.” How very different is the 
spirit and tenor of this remark from that of Erasmus, who calls the 
expression of the apostle, pia vafrities et sancta adulatio! 
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Συμπαραχκληϑῆναι... .. ἐμοῦ, to be comforted among you by the 
mutual faith both of you and me. Παρακληϑῆναι, in Attic Greek, 
means to call, to invite, to exhort. But in Hellenistic Greek, it not 
only means 0 exhort, but specially to address one in such a way as to 
administer comfort, encouragement, hope, resolution, etc. I have 
rendered the word comfort, only because I cannot find any Eng- 
lish word which will convey the full sense of the original— Zyv, 
among ; and so, oftentimes; see the lexicons.— Ly ἀλλήλοις, placed 
between the article and its noun, is of course employed in the manner, 
of an adjective, i.e. it means mutual— Ὑμ ὧν τὲ καὶ ἐμοῦ is simply a 
repetition of the idea conveyed by ἐν ἀλλήλοις. This repetition de- 
notes the strong desire which the apostle entertained, to be understood 
by the church at Rome as saying, that he expected good from them, 
as well as hoped that they might receive good from him. 

(13) The apostle had already signified his desire to visit Rome, 
vs. 10, 11. But here he proceeds to shew how definitely and _fre- 
quently he had cherished such a desire; which gives intensity to the 
whole representation. 

Οὐ ϑέλω 02... . Vas, moreover I am desirous, brethren, to have 
you know, that I have often purposed to come to you. Aé in this 
passage I regard as corresponding to μέν in v. 8, and so making the 
τὸ δεύτερον or apodosis of the apostle’s discourse. Οὐ ϑέλω ὑμας 
ἀγνοεῖν is the same in sense as ϑέλω ὑμῶς γινώσκειν; but the first 
form of expression (in a negative way), is what the Greeks called 
λιτότης, i. 6. a softer or milder form of expression than direct affirm- 
ation. ; 

ἸΠολλάκις προεϑέμην, I have often purposed. How often, or for 
how long a time, we have no means of ascertaining. But one thing 
is clear from this, and many other like passages, viz. that the apostles _ 
were not uniformly and always guided in all their thoughts, desires, 
and purposes, by an infallible Spirit of inspiration. Had this been the 
case, how could Paul have often purposed that which never came 
to pass? Those who plead for such a uniform inspiration, may seem 
to be zealous for the honour of the apostles and founders of Christian- 
ity; but they do in fact cherish a mistaken zeal. For if we once 
admit, that the apostles were uniformly inspired in all which they 
purposed, said, or did; then we are constrained of course to admit, 
that men acting under the influence of inspiration, may purpose that 
which will never come to pass or be done; may say that which is 
hasty or incorrect, Acts 23: 3; or do that which the gospel disap- 
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proves, Gal. 2: 13,14. But when this is once fully admitted, it makes 
nothing for the credit due to any man, to affirm that he is inspired ; 
for what is that inspiration to be accounted of, which, even during its 
continuance, does not guard the subject of it from mistake or error? 
Consequently those who maintain the wniform inspiration of the apos- 
tles, and yet admit (as they are compelled to do) their errors in pur- 
pose, word, and action, do in effect obscure the glory of inspiration, 
by reducing inspired and uninspired men to the same level. 

To my own mind nothing appears more certain, than that inspira- 
tion in any respect whatever, was not abiding and uniform with the 
apostles or any of the primitive Christians. To God’s only and well 
beloved Son, and to him only, was it given to have the Spirit ἀμετρῶς 
or ov ἐκ μέτρου, John 3: 34. All others on whom was bestowed the 
precious gift of inspiration, enjoyed it only ἐκ μέτρου. The conse- 
quence of this was, that Jesus “‘ knew no sin, neither was guile found 
in his mouth;” but all his followers, in so far as they were left 
without the special and miraculous guidance of the Spirit, committed 
more or less of error. 

This view of the subject frees it from many and most formidable 
difficulties. It assigns to the Saviour the pre-eminence which is justly 
due. It accounts for the mistakes and errorsof his apostles. At the 
same time, it does not detract, in the least degree, from the certainty 
and validity of the apostolic sayings and doings, when these ministers 
of the gospel were under the special influence of the Spirit of God. 

Kai éxwdvdny .... δεῦρο, but have been hindered until now.— 
Kai, although or but; Bretschn. Lex. καί III: “ex Hebraismo 
καὶ est particula adversativa, sed, vero, at;” of which he gives many 
examples. The well known power of 1 to stand before a disjunctive 
clause, throws light on this usage, which, to say the least, is very 
unfrequent in classic Greek. , 

"ha twa... . ἔϑνεσιν, that I might have some fruit even among 
you, as also among other Gentiles ; i. 6. that I might see my labours 
to promote the gospel crowned with success even at Rome, the capital 
of the world, as well as in all other places where I have preached. 

(14) “Πλλησί te.... εἰμὶ, I am indebted both to Greeks and 
Barbarians, to the learned and the ignorant; i.e. ogetkerng εἰμὲ 
εὐαγγελίξεσϑαι, I am under obligation to preach the gospel. In clas- 
sic ussage, βάρβαροι means all who spoke a language foreign to the 
Greek. Of course, the Romans themselves, by this usage, would be 
named βάρβαροι" and so Philo constantly names them; and Plautus 
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himself calls the Latin language barbara lingua, and Italy barbaria. 

But here the question with the apostle is not in respect to language, 
but only in regard to circumstances and condition of knowledge. 
“Eddnot, then, seems to be equivalent to σος οἷς, and βαρβάροις to 
ἀνοήτοις. Considered in this way, “Ζλλησι καὶ βαρβάροις mean the 
polished and unpolished, or the learned and ignorant, or (to use the 
idiom of the present day) ‘the civilized and the savage.’ 

Σοφοῖς τε καὶ ἀνοήτοις should be regarded here as characteriz- 
ing the state of knowledge, rather than the real attributes or faculties 
of men thus designated. Learned and unlearned, is the rendering ad 
sensum. 

Tholuck finds much difficulty in the οὕτω of the clause which 
follows ; and after discussing it at some length, comes to the conclu- 
sion, that the apostle has here “ fallen out of his construction,” inas- 
much as the nature of his sentence requires that χαϑώς should be 
placed before “/AA7ox, in order to make out the comparison. But I 
do not feel this difficulty. Surely οὕτω or οὕτως often stands alone, 
without a preceding χαϑὼς or woneg’ as any one may see by open- 
ing a lexicon or concordance. Οὕτω is often employed in this way, 
in the sense of similiter, simili modo, eodem modo, in the like way, in 
such away, in a similar manner, in the same manner, ‘Thus in Matt. 
5: 16. 7: 17. 18: 14. Mark 13: 29. 14:59. Luke 14: 33, et saepe 
alibi. What hinders, now, that we should understand it, in the verse — 
before us, in the same way? ‘I am under obligation,’ says the apos- 
tle, ‘to preach the gospel [for εὐὰγγελίσασϑαν is implied in the first 
clause] to the learned and the unlearned.’ What then? ‘In the 
like manner (ovrws), i.e. being under a similar obligation, or circum~ 
stances being thus (οὕτω ὀφειλέτης ov), I am ready (το κατ᾽ ἐμὲ 
προόϑυμον) to preach the gospel even to you who are at Rome.’ If 
the reader does not think that the above references go so far as to give 
to οὕτω the sense here assigned it, viz. matters being thus, or circum- . 
stances being thus or being in this condition, he may turn to John 4: 6, 
where it is said: ‘‘ Jesus being weary on acconnt of his journeying, 
ἐχαϑέξετο οὕτως ἐπὶ τῇ πηγῇ," he sat down in this condition upon the 
well, namely, in a state of weariness. All the attempts that I have 
seen, to give οὕτως any other sense here, seem to be in vain. Com- 
pare also Rev. 3: 16, “1 would thou wert either cold or hot! Οὕτως, 
[i. 6. the matter being thus, or since thou art neither cold nor hot, as 
the writer goes on to explain], I will spue thee out of my mouth.” 
So in the text before us, οὕτω, ‘the matter being thus, viz. it being 
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true that I am under obligation to preach to all classes of men, I am 
ready to preach at Rome;’ or, ‘since I am bound in duty to preach to 
all, in accordance with this (οὕτω) I am ready to preach the gospel at 
Rome.’ If χαϑὼώς were placed before “ZAAnov, as Tholuck and oth- 
ers judge it should be, the sentiment would be thus: ‘ In proportion 
to my obligation to preach to all men, is my readiness to preach at 
Rome ;’ a sentiment which, although doubtless true, does not seem to 
me to be the one which the apostle means here to convey. It is more 
simple to understand him as saying: ‘Since I am bound to preach to 
all, in accordance with this obligation I am ready to preach even at 
Rome (zai ὑμῖν), formidable and difficult as the task may seem to 
be.’ Comp. 1 Cor. 9: 16. 

To κατ᾽ ἐμὲ πρόϑυμον, lit. [there is] a readiness in respect to my- 
self, q. d. I am ready, the same as ἐγὼ πρόϑυμον ἔχω. Or it may 
be interpreted in this way : ‘ There is a readiness so far as it respects 
me,’ namely, to the extent of my ability, so far as it depends on me ; 
meaning to intimate, that the actual disposal of the matter is to be 
wholly committed to God. As to τὸ πρύόϑυμον (an adjective of the 
neuter gender) being used for a noun, nothing is more common than 
for the Greeks to employ adjectives in this way. 

Kai ὑμῖν has an emphasis in it, i. 6. even to you, at Rome, the 
metropolis of the world. In other words: ‘I shun not to preach the 
gospel any where; to the most learned and critical, as well as to the 
most unlearned and unskilled in judging.’ ‘“Zyv, at; and so often 
times before nouns of place. 

(16) Οὐ yao.... Χριστοῦ, for I am not ashamed of the gospel 
of Christ; which contains a reason or ground of his readiness to 
preach it, which he had just before asserted. He gloried in the gospel ; 
in fact he gloried in nothing else. Although Christ crucified was 
“to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness,” he 
shunned not to preach it on this account, but was willing even in 
_ presence of the learned and the sophists at Rome, to proclaim the 
truth as it is in Jesus. 

The reading τοῦ Χριστοῦ is marked by Knapp as wanting an 
adequate support, and is rejected by Griesbach. In respect to the 
sense of the passage, its insertion or rejection will make no important 
difference. If retained, τοῦ Χριστοῦ must be construed as Ge- 
nitivus objecti, i.e. the gospel respecting Christ, or of which Christ is 
the object. ᾿ 

Here ends the first or salutatory part of the epistle. The remainder 
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of v. 16 (with vs. 17, 18) constitutes the leading subject or theme of 
the epistle; which the writer here as it were formally proposes, 
and which he then proceeds to confirm, illustrate, and fortify. 





CHAP. I. 16—18. 


These three verses contain four propositions, which lie at the basis of all 
that may be appropriately called the gospel of Christ. (1) To gospel truth is 
imparted a divine energy, in saving the souls of men. (2) Those only can be 
saved by it, who believe itand put their confidence init. (3) The pardon of sin, 
or the justification which God will bestow only on sinners who believe in Christ, 
is revealed from heaven, and proposed to all men for their reception. (4) From 
the same source a revelation is made, that the unbelieving and ungodly will 
be the subjects of divine indignation and punishment. The apostle does not 
proceed formally and in order to illustrate and establish these propositions 
separately and successively ; but now one part of these respective truths, and 
now another, comes into view as he proceeds, and the whole is fully develop- 
ed by him in the course of the epistle. 


“ύναμις yao... . πιστεύοντι, for it is the power of God, unto the 
salvation of every one who believes ; 1. 6. it is made the efficacious in- 
strument, by which God promotes or accomplishes the salvation of all 
believers. Avvaucg Geov means, that by it God exerts his power ; it is 
powerful through the energy which he imparts, and so it is called his 
power. Itis mighty εἰς σωτηρίαν, to the salvation, i. 6. to the accom- 
plishment or attainment of salvation. £¢¢ with the Accusative is, 
in a multitude of cases, used in the like manner.— Παντὶ τῶ πιστεύ-- 
ovtt, Dativus commodi ; the gospel brings salvation to every believer, 
“or it is the means of imparting it to him. 

*Jovdain....°Edanve, to the Jew first, and then to the Greek, or 
and also to the Greek. In proclaiming the gospel, the primitive preach- 
ers of it themselves being Jews, were directed first to proclaim the 
offers of mercy through a Saviour to the Jews, wherever they went, 
and then to the Gentiles; which was the order usually followed, and 
to which the clause before us seems to advert. That the πρώτον 
here merely relates to the order in which the gospel was proposed, 
and not to any substantial preference of the Jew over the Greek, the 
sequel of this epistle most abundantly shows. So Chrysostom: rafeais 
ἔστι πρῶτον, i. e. πρῶτον relates merely to order. 

(17) «Δικαιοσύνη yao Gov. The γάρ is γάρ illustrantis, as the 
lexicographers say. In the preceding verse the apostle has said, that 
the gospel is, through divine power accompanying it, an efficacious 
instrument of salvation παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι, to every believer. On 
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this last expression an emphasis is to be laid; inasmuch as the great 
object of Paul, in the epistle before us, is to shew that salvation is 
gratuitously bestowed on the believer in Christ, but never conferred 
in any case on the ground of merit. The design of v. 17 is to sug- 
gest, that faith or belief is the appointed means or condition of justi- 
fication, i. 6. of obtaining pardoning mercy with God; that the Old 
Testament Scriptures confirm this idea ; and consequently, that salva- 
tion is granted to believers, and to them only : all which goes to illus- 
trate and establish the affirmation in v. 16. It is in this way that yao 
connects the fine and delicate shades of thought and processes of 
reasoning, in the Greek language; a circumstance which has, unhap- 
pily for the criticism of the New Testament, been quite too much 
overlooked by the great body of interpreters. 

“ικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ is a phrase among the most important which 
the New Testament contains, and fundamental in the right interpre- 
tation of the epistle before us. To obtain a definite and precise view 
of its meaning, we must betake ourselves, in the first place, to the 
verb dcxacow’ for from the meanings which this verb conveys, come 
nearly all the shades of meaning that belong to δικαιοσύνη and δικαί-- 
ὦσις, so often employed (especially the former) in the writings of Paul. 

The Greek sense of the verb dexocdw, differs in one respect 
from the corresponding Hebrew verb p3x; for this (in Kal) means 
to be just, to be innocent, to be upright, and also to justify one’s self, 
to be justified, thus having the sense of either a neuter or passive verb. 
In the active voice, dvxacdw in Greek has only an active sense, and 
is used in pretty exact correspondence with the forms > and PIE 
(Piel and Hiphil) of the Hebrews, i. e. it means, to declare just, to 
pronounce just, to justify, 1. 6. to treat as just; consequently, as inti- 
mately connected with this, to pardon, to acquit from accusation, to 
Sree from the consequences of sin or transgression, to set free from a 
deserved penalty. 'This last class of meanings is the one in which 
Paul usually employs this word. As a locus classicus to vindicate this 
meaning, we may appeal to Rom. 8: 33, ‘ Who shall accuse the elect 
of God? It is God ὁ δικαεῶν, who acquits them,’ viz. of all accusation, 
or who liberates them from the penal consequences of transgression. 
Exactly in the same way is it said, in Prov. 17: 15, ‘ He who justifieth 
(ΡΞ: 58) the wicked, and he that condemneth the just, even they both 
are an abomination to the Lord.’ So in Ex. 23: 7, ‘I will not justify 
(ΟΝ ND) the wicked.’ In the same manner Is. 5: 23 speaks: 
‘Who justify the wicked οῦππ ὙΡ1 5) for a reward.’ In these 
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and-all such cases, the meaning of the word justify is altogether plain ; 
viz. it signifies to acquit, to free from the penal consequences of guilt, 
to pronounce just, i. e. to absolve from punishment, it being directly 
the opposite of condemning or subjecting to the consequences of a 
penalty. 

In this sense Paul very often employs the verb; e. g. Rom. 5: 1, 
δικαιωϑέντες, being freed from punishment, being sill es 
pardoned, ... εἰρήνην ἔχομεν πρὸς τὸν ϑεόν. Rom. 5:9. δικαεω- 
ϑέντες, being acquitted, pardoned... . σωϑησόμεϑα Ov αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ 
τῆς ὁυγῆς, which salvation is the opposite of being subjected to pun- 
ishment, or of not being justified. In Gal. 2: 16, 17, δικαιόω is four 
times employed in the sense of absolved, acquitted, or treated as just, 
i.e. freed from penalty and admitted to a state of reward. So Gal. 
3: 8, 11. 3:24. 5:4. Tit. 3:7. In Rom. 4: 5, τὸν δικαιοῦντα τὸν 
ἀσεβὴ is plainly susceptible of no other than the above interpretation ; 
for those who are ungodly, can never be made innocent in the strict 
and literal sense of this word, they can only be treated as innocent, 
1. e. absolved from the condemnation of the law, pardoned, delivered 
from the penalty threatened against sin. That the idea of pardon, 
or remission of the penalty threatened by the divine law, is the one 
substantially conveyed by dvxacow and δικαιοσύνη, as generally em- 
ployed in the writings of Paul, is most evident from Rom. 4: 6, 7; 
where the blessedness of the man to whom the Lord imputes dvxaeo- 
σύνη, i. e. reckons, counts, treats as δίκαιος, is thus described : ‘ Bless- 
ed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are cover- 
ed; blessed is the man to whom the Lord imputes not sin,” i. e. 
whom he does not treat or punish as a sinner. ‘This is a fundamental 
explanation of the whole subject, so far as the present class of mean- 
ings attached to dvxacow and δικαιοσύνη, is concerned. 

In the same sense we have the word dvxacow in Rom. 3: 24, 26, 
28, 30. 4: 2, et al. saepe. So Acts 13: 38, 39. Luke 18: 14. Comp. 
Sept. in Gen. 38: 26. Job 33: 32. Is. 43: 26. 

The way is now open for an easy and intelligible explanation of 
the nouns, which stand intimately and etymologically connected with 
the verb δικαϊδω. These are three, viz. δικαιοσύνη, δικαίωμα, and 
δικαίωσις, all employed occasionally in the very same sense, viz. that of 
justification, i. 6. acquittal, pardon, freeing from condemnation, accept- 
ing and treating as righteous. All three of these nouns are employed 
occasionally by the Seventy, in rendering the Hebrew word b2w7; 
which I mention merely to shew that the wsus loguendi could employ 
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all of them in the same sense; e. g. δικαιοσύνη for D272 in Prov. 
16:11. 17: 23. 15. 61: 8. Ezek. 18: 17, 19, 21, etc.; δικαίωμα for 
pew, Ex. 21:1, 9,31. 24: 3, et sepissime; δικαίωσις for CBW, 
Lev. 24: 22. 

In like manner all three of these nouns are employed in Paul’s 
epistles; e. g. δικαίωμα in the sense of pardon, justification, Rom. 5: 
16, where it stands as the antithesis of κατάκριμα" δικαίωσις in Rom. 
4: 25, where it plainly means justification; and so in Rom. 5: 18, 
where it is the antithesis of xaraxouua. 

But the word δικαιοσύνη is the usual one employed by Paul to 
designate gospel-justification, 1. e. the pardoning of sin, and accepting 
and treating as righteous. So we find this word plainly employed, in 
Rom. 8: 21, 22 (comp. v. 24), 25, 26. 4: 11, 13. 5: 17, 21. 9: 30, 31. 
10: 3, 4, 5, 6, 10. 2 Cor. 5: 21 (abstract for concrete). Phil. 3: 6, 9. 
Heb. 11: 7, et alibi spe. 

With these facts before us, we now return to our text. 4exato- 
σύνη ϑεοῦ seems very plainly to have the same meaning that it has in 
Rom. 3: 21, and in the other passages just referred to in this epistle, viz. 
the justification or pardoning mercy bestowed on sinners who are un- 
der the curse of the divine law. In this sense it is allied to the He- 
brew ΡΣ, which often means kindness, benignity, favour, deliver- 
ance from evil; e.g. 15. 45: 8, 24. 46: 19. 48: 18. 51: 6, 8. 54: 17. 
56: 1, and often in the Psalms. 

The reader must be careful to note, however, that the stmple idea 
of pardon, unattended by any thing else, i. e. the mere deliverance 
from punishment, is not all which is comprised in the meaning of 
δικαιόω and δικαιοσύνη. The idea is more fully expressed by 
accepting and treating as righteous. Now when this is done by a 
benefactor, he does not stop with the simple remission of punishment, 
but he bestows happiness in the same manner as though the offender 
had been altogether obedient. As there are but two stations allotted 
for the human race, i. e. heaven or hell; so those who are delivered 
from the latter, must be advanced to the former. 

All is now plain. Ζικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ is the justification which 
God bestows, or the justification of which God is the author. Θεοῦ 
is the Genitivus auctoris; as in innumerable cases elsewhere. This 
is made altogether clear, by comparing Rom. 3: 21—24; and indeed 
the whole tenor of the discussion in the epistle to the Romans, seems 
imperiously to demand this sense. 

_ We may now judge what we should think of the exegesis, which 
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explains δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ, in this passage, as meaning God’s attri- 
bute of justice. The δικαιοσύνη here in question, is that which is εἰς 
σωτηρίαν παντὶ τῷ" πιστεύοντε" but is God’s justice, which must of 
course pass sentence of condemnation on all sinners, the attribute 
which is revealed in the gospel as saving them? Besides, the dexou— 
οσύνη ϑεοῦ of v. 17, is in direct antithesis with the ogy ϑεοῦ of v. 
18, which inflicts punishment; how then can the first mean simple 
justice, which must condemn offenders? 

Chrysostom and Schettgen explain δικαιοσύνη as meaning good- 
ness. We have seen above, that “p7X often has such a meaning. 
In a generic sense, this mode of interpreting would not be wide of the 
mark. The objection to it here is, that it is not so specific as δικαι-- 
οσύνη ϑεοῦ was by the writer designed to be. 

Tholuck, after rejecting the two last named interpretations, pro- 
poses another which seems to me inadmissible. His exegesis is thus: 
“In the gospel, the way is made known of perfectly fulfilling the law, 
as God requires.”” But how would this place v. 17 in antithesis with 
v.18? Such an antithesis is clearly designed by the writer. In v. 
18 the sentiment is: ‘The gospel discloses the punishment of all sin, 
viz. all which is persevered in. In v. 17, therefore, we have the sen- 
timent, that the gospel reveals the way of escape from punishment, 
i. e. reveals pardon to the believer in Jesus. 

Then why should we adopt a sense of δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ here, 
which must be dropped, for the most part, in the remainder of the 
epistle?~ At least, if it be retained, it makes the modes of expression 
~ so involved and contorted and difficult, that one knows not how to 
admit it. I do not deny that δικαιοσύνη sometimes means righteous- 
ness, in the sense of piety, or obedience to the divine law; but here, 
and in the like passages, it seems to me very plain, that it conveys the 
idea of pardon, of accepting and treating as righteous. So Flatt, 
and many other distinguished commentators. 

_ That δικαιοσύνη Geov.... ἐκ πίστεως had a direct reference, in 
the writer’s mind, to liberation from punishment, and the obtaining of 
salvation, is perfectly clear from the quotation which he immediately 
makes from the Old Testament, in order to sanction the sentiment 
which he had uttered, viz. δίκαιος ἔκ πίστεως ζήσεται, he who is just, 
1. 6. he who is accepted or regarded as δίκαιος, shall obtain life, i. 6. 
shall be happy by faith (not by merit). Such then is the δικαιοσύνη 
ϑεοῦ, that it bestows unmerited favour on perishing sinners; not on 
those who have fulfilled the law, (for who has done this?) but on 
those who believe in Jesus; comp. Rom. 4: 3—5. 
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Such a δικαιοσύνη is revealed in or by the gospel, ἐν αὐτῷ ἀπο- 
καλύπιεται" for αὐτῷ refers to τὸ εὐαγγέλιον in v. 16. The apostle 
does not mean to say, that nothing respecting such a faith was before 
revealed ; for he appeals immediately to the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures, in order to confirm the sentiment which he had just uttered. 
But the gospel, in the first place, makes such a revelation one of its 
most prominent features; and therefore, secondly, justification by 
faith is revealed in it more fully and explicitly than it ever had been 
before. In the same way, life and immortality are said to be brought 
to light by the gospel, 2. Tim. 1: 10. 

‘En πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, a controverted, and (by reason of its con- 
nection) very difficult phrase. The main question is, whether ἐκ 
πίστεως is to be joined with δικαιοσύνη, or whether it belongs in 
sense to εἰς miotev, so that ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστεν would make a kind 
of climactic expression, which would be equivalent to the following 
phrase, viz. ‘from a lower to a higher degree of faith.’ In this latter 
way Theophylact understood it; for he says, ov yao ἀρκεῖ τὸ πρώτως 
πιστεῦσαι, AAA ἐκ τῆς εἰσαγωγικῆς πίστεως δεῖ ἡμᾶς ἀναβαίνειν εἰς 
τὴν τελειότεραν πίστιν" 1. 6. ‘our first belief is not sufficient, but we 
must ascend from our inceptive faith to a more perfect degree of it.’ 
So Clemens Alex. (Strom. V. 1): Kown πίστις καϑάπερ θεμέλιος, 
καϑὸὼς ὁ κύριος λέγει, ἢ πίστις σου σέσωκέ σε, 1. 6. ‘a common faith 
is as it were a foundation, as Christ said: Thy faith hath saved thee.’ 
He then goes on to say, that ‘a τελεία πίστις is one which can re- 
move mountains; on which account the apostles themselves made 
this request: Lord, we believe, help thou our unbelief.’ 

Tholuck approves of this exegesis ; and it is substantially the same 

-as that which has been defended by Melancthon, Beza, Calov, Le 
Clerc, and many others. But three difficulties seem to lie in the way 
of admitting it; the first, that it does not appear at all to answer the 
exigency of the passage; the second, that the analogy of Paul’s epis- 
tles is against it; the third, that the context is evidently repugnant 
to it. : 

(a) The exigency of the passage. The exegesis in question would 
make Paul’s main thesis to be this: ‘The justification which God be- 
stows, (or, according to Tholuck, the fulfilling of the law), is revealed 
in the gospel, from a lower degree of faith to a higher,’ i. e. (as I 
suppose is meant) it is so revealed as that men are required to ad- 
vance from a lower degree of faith to a higher one. This would 
indeed be a most singular mode of expressing such a sentiment; one 
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of the last which the usual method of thinking and expression can well 
be supposed to devise. One might expect, if this idea is intended to 
be contained in the passage, that the writer would have said: Avxa- 
οσύνη ὥεοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ ἀποκαλύπτεταν ἵνα προβαίνωμεν (or προβῶμεν) 
ἔκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν" or at least that some mode of expression like 
this would have been employed. But if the sense be not, that justi- 
fication is so revealed by the gospel as that men are required to 
advance from a lower to a higher degree of faith, then, after all, ἐκ 
πίστεως must be joined in effect with δικαιοσύνη, and we must say : 
‘The justification which is ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, is revealed, ete.’ 
But to such a junction Tholuck objects, on account of the separation 
of ἐκ πίστεως from δικαιοσύνη. A word on this subject, in the sequel. 
I have said that this sentiment does not fit the exigency of the pas- 
sage; and my reason for saying this is, that it represents the apostle, not 
as proposing the grand theme of gratuitous justification (which is evi- 
dently the main subject of his epistle), but as proposing the climactic 
nature of the faith connected with justification, as his great topic. 
How can this well be imagined, by a considerate reader of his epistle ? 
(b) It ts against the analogy of homogeneous passages; e.g. Rom. 
3: 22, δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ διὰ πίστεως (altogether of the same tenor as 
δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ..... ἐκ πίστεως in our verse ); Rom. 3: 30, ὃς 
δικαιώσεν .... ἐκ πίστεως, καὶ... διὰ πίστεως: Rom. 4: 11, 
σφραγῖδα τῆς δικαιοσύνης τῆς πίστεως" Rom. 4: 13, διὰ δικαιοσύ-- 
νης πίστεως" Rom. ὅ: 1, δικαιωϑέντες ἔκ πίστεως" Rom. 9: 30, τὰ 
ἔϑνη .... κατέλαβε... δικαιοσύνην τὴν ἐκ πίστεως" Rom. 9: 32, 
ὅτι οὐχ [Ἰσραὴλ ἣν διώκων “δικαιοσύνην] ἔκ πίστεως" Rom. 10: 6, 
ἡ δὲ ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοσύνη" and so in the other epistles of Paul, e. g. 
Gal. 2 16, [δικαιοῦται ἄνϑρωπος] διὰ πίστεως" Gal. 3: 8, ἐκ mio- 
τέως δικαιοῖ τὰ ἔϑνη ὁ ϑεὸς" Gal. 8: 11, ὁ δίκαιος ἔχ πίστεως 
ζήσεται (a quotation); Gal. 3:24, ἵνα ἐκ πίστεως δικαεωϑώμεν" Gal. 
δ: ὅ, ἐκ πίστεως ἐλπίδα δικαιοσύνης anexdeyoueda’ Phil. 8: 9, δέκαι-- 
οσύνην ... τὴν διὰ πίστεως" Heb. 11: 7, τῆς κατὰ πίστιν δικαιο-- 
σύνης" et alibi sepe. These are enough to show what Paul (I had 
almost said every where and always) presents to our view, in respect 
to the subject of justification. Can there be any good reason to ap- 
prehend, that in proposing the theme of his whole epistle, he should 
not propose the same justification by faith of which he afterwards so 
amply treats ? - 
‘But,’ it is replied, ‘ how could Paul separate ἐκ πίστεως so far 
from δικαιοσύνη, if he meant that the former should qualify the lat- 
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ter? I answer, it was because δικαιοσύνη, as here employed, has al- 
ready a noun in the Genitive (ϑεοῦ) connected with it. The writer 
could not say, 7 ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ, (which would, I be- 
lieve, be without a parallel) ; nor was it apposite to say, δικαιοσύνη 
ϑεοῦ ἐκ πίστεως, because the writer was hastening to say, that God’s 
appointed method of justification was revealed in the gospel. When 
this idea, which was uppermost in his mind (because he had just said 
that he was not ashamed of the gospel), was fully announced, the wri- 
ter proceeds immediately to specify more particularly the δικαιοσύνη 
in question. It is a δικαιοσύνη ἐκ πίστεως" in accordance with 
which he has, in almost numberless examples, elsewhere made declar- 
ations. 

The easiest and most direct solution is, to suppose dexacoourn to 
be repeated here immediately before ἔχ πίστεως. ‘The sentence 
would then run thus: Acxocoovvy yao ϑεοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ ἀποκαλύπτεται, 
[δικαιοσύνη] ἐκ πίστεως κιτ.λ. In this way, ἐκ πίστεως is epexeget- 
ical merely of what precedes. The idea conveyed by δικαιοσύνη is 
resumed by the mind, and it is made still more definite by this 
adjunct. 

(c) That this is the real sentiment and design of the apostle, 
seems quite clear from the context, i. e. from the quotation which he 
forthwith makes, in order to confirm what he had said, viz. ὁ δὲ 
δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται. Does not δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως clearly 
and unavoidably correspond with the δικαιοσύνη... ἐκ πίστεως 
which immediately precedes ? 

I merely add, that Flatt, Bengel, Hammond, and others, interpret 
the passage in the same way as I have done. The more I study the 
passage, the more difficulty I feel in construing it as meaning, is 
revealed from faith to faith. What can be the meaning of is reveal- 
ed from faith? And if ἐκ πίστεως does not qualify ἀποκαλύπτεται, 
then it must qualify δικαιοσύνη" in which case the meaning that I 
have given seems nearly certain. 

In respect to the thing itself, viz. justification by faith, faith de- 
signates the modus in quo, or the instrument by which; not the causa 
causans seu efficiens, 1. e. not either the meritorious or efficient cause 
or ground of forgiveness. Every where the apostle represents Christ 
as this cause. But faith (so to speak) is a conditio sine qua non; it 
is a taking hold of the blessings proffered by the gospel, although it is 
by no means the cause or ground of their being offered. If the rea- 
ders of this epistle will keep in mind these simple and obvious truths, 
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it will save them much perplexity. Justification by faith, is an expres- 
sion designed to point out gratuitous justification (Rom. 4: 16), in 
distinction from that which is by merit, i. e. by deeds of law, or entire 
obedience to the precepts of the law. The word faith used in this 
phrase, is designed to shew, that the justification which we are now 
considering can be conferred only on believers, and that it is to be 
distinguished from δικαιοσύνη ἐξ ἔργων, i. 6. meritorious justification. 
It is not designed to shew that faith is, in any sense, the meritorious 
or procuring cause or ground of justification. 

Eig πίστιν, in order to be believed, for belief. Such a use of the 
Acc. with εἰς is exceedingly frequent in Paul’s epistles. It is 
equivalent to the Infinitive mode with the article before it; e. g. inv. 
5 above, ἑἰς ὑπαχοὴν = εἰς τὸ ὑπακουϑῆναι" so in v. 16, εἰς σωτη- 
ρίαν = εἰς τὸ σωϑῆναι, et sic al. saepe. The reason why the apos- 
tle adds εἰς πίστιν seems to be, because he had said, εἰς σωτηρίαν 
παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντε. In accordance with this he here says, that 
gratuitous justification (δικαιοσύνη ἐκ πίστεως) is revealed, so that 
all, both Jews and Greeks (‘/ovduim te πρῶτον καὶ “EAAnve), may 
believe and be saved; i. e. they can be saved through belief, and in 
this way only. 

If ἐκ πίστεως is to be attached to ἀποχαλύπτεται, I should think 
the sentiment must be, that the gospel is revealed by means of faith, 
i. 6. by means of those who have faith in Christ, and in order to promote 
faith; thus making a kind of paronomasia, to which the writings of 
Paul are by no means a stranger. But I can not apprehend this to be 
the true sentiment. 

Kavos γέγραπται, in accordance with what is written, agreeably 
to what is written, viz. in the Scriptures. The Talmudists very 
often appeal to Scripture in the like way, by the formulas 237 13777, 
as it is written; 2°27 771377, according to that whichis written; or 
PISS ἜΝ Ἢ ΠΡΟ, as the ᾿Νρδημντὲ says. It is not necessary to 
suppose, in all cases of this nature, that the writer who makes such 
an appeal, regards the passage which he quotes as prediction. Plainly 
this is not always the case with the writers of the New Testament; as 
nearly all commentators now concede. Compare, for example, Acts 
28: 25, seq. Rom. 8: 36. 9: 33. 10:5. 11: 26. 14: 11, etc. Such 
being the case, it ismot necessary that we should interpret the passage 
which follows (Hab. 2: 4), as having been originally designed to describe 
Zospel justification by faith; for plainly the connection in which it 
stands does not admit of this specific meaning. But then it involves the 
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same principle as that for which the apostle is contending, viz. that 
‘the means of safety is confidence or trust in the divine declarations.’ 
The prophet Habakkuk sees, in prophetic vision, “ troublous times” 
coming upon Judea; and he exclaims, 4207 ἼΤΩ ΝΞ PMY, 0 
δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται, the pious man shall be saved by his con- 
fidence or faith, viz. in God, It was not, then, by relying on his own 
merit or desert, that safety could be had; it was to be obtained only 
in the way of believing and trusting the divine declarations. Now 
the very same principle of action was concerned in so doing at that 
time, which is concerned with the faith and salvation of the gospel. 
Of course the apostle might appeal to this declaration of Habakkuk, 
as serving to confirm the principle for which he contended. 

Dr. Knapp and many others join ἐκ πέστεως with δίκαιος, and 
then translate the passage thus: The just by faith, shall live; i. e. he 
who possesses faith, shall be happy. The sentiment is true; but it 
does not comport, I apprehend, with the design of Habakkuk, who 
must have written 72172N2 if he intended this, and not (as he has 
done) 1ni772N2. | 

If it be viewed as a simple illustration of a general principle, all 
difficulty about the quotation vanishes. As the Israelite, in the time 
of Habakkuk, was to be saved from evil by faith as an instrument; so 
Jew and Gentile are now to be saved by faith as an instrument. 
What real difficulty can there be, in such a comparison as this? 

To the whole I subjoin the brief comment which J. A. Turretin 
has so strikingly given, in his Prelectiones on the epistle to the Ro- 
mans: “ Apostolus noster, ubi agit de justificatione et salute homi- 
num, sepe vocat justitiam Dei eam justificationis rationem quam 
Deus hominibus commonstrat, et cujus ope eos ad salutem ducit.” 
Again: “Justitia Det .... est ipsamet hominis justificatio, seu 
modus quo potest justus haberi apud Deum, et salutis particeps 
fieri ;’--a definition of which one may almost say: Omne tulit 
punctum. 

Turretin has, indeed, construed ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστον nearly as 
Tholuck has done. But the wsus loqguendi of Paul in such construc- 
tions is decidedly against him; e. g. Rom. 6: 19, ‘Since ye have 
yielded your members as servants of impurity, καὶ τῇ avoule, εἰς 
ἀνομίαν, and to iniquity for the commission of wickedness, so should 
ye yield your members as servants τῇ δικαιοσύνη εἰς ἁγιασμόν, unto 
righteousness in order that ye may practice holiness ;” 2 Cor. 2: 16, 
‘(The gospel is] to some ὁσμηὴ ϑανάτου εἰς ϑάνατον, and to others, — 
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ὀσμὴ ζωῆς εἰς ξωήν, a savour of death to the causing of death, and 
a savour of life to the causing of life. In these and all such cases, 
the Accusative with εἰς before it denotes the end or object to which 
the thing that had just been named tends. So must it be, then, in 
our text; the [δικαιοσύνη] εκ πίστεως is revealed or declared to the 
world εἰς πίστον, i. e. in order that it may be received or believed. 

(18) “Anoxadunrerae yao... . ἀανϑρώπων, for the wrath of God 
From heaven, is revealed against all ungodliness and unrighteousness. 
The yao here seems to connect the verse with v. 16. The apostle 
first declares that he is not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; why? 
Because, (1) It reveals the way of pardon for sinners who believe in 
Christ. ᾿ (9) It shews the fearful doom of those who remain in their 
sins, and refuse to believe. ‘The gospel of Christ, therefore, on both 
these accounts, is a proper ‘subject of the deepest interest with those 
who preach it, and who have indeed no reason to be ashamed of it as a 
trifling or indifferent matter, like some of the speculations of science 
falsely so called. In this view, vs. 17 and 18 both stand in a similar 
relation to v. 16, inasmuch as both constitute distinct parts of the illus- 
tration or confirmation of this verse; which the ἀποκαλύπτεται yao 
in both plainly intimates. Flatt refers γάρ in v. 18, to δικαιοσύνη 
ϑεοῦ in v. 17; but how can v. 18 be a reason or ground of the decla- 
ration in v. 17? 

*Ooyn ϑεοῦ, literally the wrath of God, divine indignation, or (to 
use a softer phraseology) God's displeasure. 'That the phrase is anthro- 
popathic (i. 6. is used ἀνϑρωποπαϑῶς), will be doubted by no one who 
has just views of the divine Being. It is impossible to unite with the 
idea of complete perfection, the idea of anger in the sense in which we 
cherish that passion; for with us it is a source-of misery as well as 
sin. ΤῸ neither of these effects of anger can we properly suppose the 
divine Being to be exposed. His anger, then, can be only that 
feeling or affection in him, which moves him to look on sin with dis- 
approbation, and to punish it when connected with impenitence. We 
must not, even in imagination, connect this in the remotest manner 
with revenge; which is only and always a malignant passion. But 
vengeance, even among men, is seldom sought for against those whom 
we know to be perfectly impotent, in respect to thwarting any of our 
designs and purposes. Now as all men, and all creation, can never 

endanger any one interest (if I may so speak) of the divine Being, or 
defeat a single purpose; so we cannot even imagine a motive-for 
revenge, on ordinary grounds. Still less can we suppose the case to 
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be of this nature, when we reflect that God is infinite in wisdom, 
power, and goodness. This constrains us to understand such phrases 

,as ὀργὴ Oeov, ἐχδίκησις ϑεοῦ, x.r.4. as anthropopathic, i. e. as 
speaking of God after the manner of men. It would be quite as well 
(nay, much better), to say that when the Bible attributes hands, eyes, 
arms, etc. to God, the words which it employs should be literally 
understood, as to say that when it attributes anger and vengeance to 
him, it is to be literally understood. But if we so construe the Scrip- 
tures, in this latter case, we represent God as a malignant Being, and 
class him among the demons; whereas by attributing to him hands, 
eyes, etc., we only commit the sin of anthropomorphism. 

The lexicons make ὀργή to signify punishment. By way of conse- 
quence, indeed, punishment is implied. But ὀργὴ Mov is a more fearful 
phrase, understood in the sense of divine displeasure or indignation, 
and more pregnant with awful meaning if so rendered, than it is if we 
give to it simply the sense of κόλασις, as so many critics and lexicog- 
raphers have done. 

‘An οὐρανοῦ, another locus vexatus. Is it to be joined with O<ov" 
or should we refer it back to ἀποκαλύπτεται, and construe it as im- 
plying the method in which the divine displeasure is made known? 
The latter way is the one which almost all commentators have chosen, 
although there is almost an endless diversity among them as to the 
meaning of ax οὐρανοῦ. E.g. (1) The heavens declare the glory 
of God, and so point men naturally to his worship, and by conse- 
quence warn them to forsake sin. (2) Storm, tempest, hail, thunder, 
lightning, etc., from heaven, declare the wrath of God against sin. 
(3) Christ will be revealed from heaven, at the last judgment, to 
punish sin; so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Limborch, etc. 
(4) Judgments which come from God, who is in heaven, testify 
against sin; so Origen, Cyrill, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, etc. (5) In 
consequence of an appointment of heaven, the divine displeasure 
against sin is testified by conscience in every breast. (6) The dis- 
pleasure of God against sin is revealed, through divine appointment, 
or by the arrangement of the supreme Being. 

This last interpretation I think to be nearly right. But the usus 
loquendi (which seems unaccountably to have been overlooked here), 
enables us to be more explicit. In Heb. 12: 25 the apostle says: “If 
they escaped not who rejected τὸν ἐπὶ γῆς... . χρηματίξοντα, him 
who on earth [at mount Sinai] warned them, much more shall we not 
escape, if we reject τὸν ἀπ᾿ οὐρανῶν [χρηματίζοντα], him [who warn- 
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eth us] from heaven;” comp. Mark 1:11, where a voice ἐκ τῶν 
οὐρανῶν says: “ This is my beloved Son,” etc. Now if such phrase- 
ology be compared with Matt. 5: 45, τοῦ πατρός ὑμων τοῦ ἐν οὐρα- 
ψνοῖς 6:1, mato’... . ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς" 6: 9, πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν τοῖς 
οὐρανοῖς, et ἃ]. sepe, it would seem sufficiently plain, that God | 
coming from heaven where he dwells, or God belonging to heaven, 
is intended to be designated by the phrase ϑεοῦ an οὐρανοῦ. That 
ἀπὸ, in a multitude of cases, is put before a noun of place, in order to 
designate that one belongs to it, scarcely needs to be suggested ; e. g 
Matt. 2: 1. 4: 25. Mark 8: 11. Luke 21: 11. 2 Thess. 1: 7. John 1: 
45. Acts 2: 5. 15: 19. 28: 21, et al. sepe. The sentiment I take to 
be this: ‘The God of heaven, i. e. God supreme, omnipotent, has 
revealed, in the gospel, his displeasure against sin, as well as his 
readiness to pardon believers.’ 

I cannot agree with those who refer ἀπ᾿ οὐρανοῦ to the designa- 
tion of a method of testifying displeasure against sin, which is foreign 
to the gospel, or at least not connected with it. The ἀποκαλύπτεταυ 
here, as well as in v. 17, seems evidently to refer to the gospel as 
mentioned in νυ. 16; and the connection of γάρ in both cases in vs. 
17, 18, renders this plainer and more imperious still. 

I am aware that my exegesis of ἀπ᾿ οὐρανοῦ differs from the more 
usual one; but I trust it will be seen, that the usws loquendi plainly 
contributes to support it. 

’ AoeBsvay, impiety towards God, (from ἃ privative and σέβομαι, to 
worship), and ἀδικίαν, injustice, unrighteousness toward men. 

Tov τὴν... . κατεχόντων, who keep back or hinder the truth by 
iniquity. So the verb κατέχῃ most naturally means; comp. Luke 4: 
42. Philem. v. 13. 2 Thess. 2: 6, 7. It also means fo hold firmly, to 
grasp hold of, to take possession of and retain, etc., as may be seen 
in the lexicons; but these meanings do not fit well here. Theophy- 
lact explains κατεχόντων by καλύπτειν, oxorileww. The meaning 
seems to be: ‘Who hinder the progress or obstruct the power of 
truth, in themselves or others.’ . 

But of what truth? ᾿4λήϑεια cannot here mean the gospel; be- 
cause the writer goes on immediately to say, that the light of nature 
sufficed to teach the heathen better than to restrain the ἀλήϑεια in 
question. ᾿“4λήϑεια is here, then, that truth which the light of nature 
taught, respecting the eternal power and Godhead of the Creator. 
When the apostle says in v. 18, τῶν THY ἀλήϑειαν ἐν ἀδικέᾳ κατε-- ᾿ 
χόντων, in his own mind he singles out of the ἀνθρώπων (all men) 
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whom he had just mentioned, the heathen or Gentiles, whose vicious 
state he immediately proceeds to declare. This is the theme for the 


remainder of the first chapter. 

"Ev ἀδικίᾳ means by iniquity, ἐν standing before the instrument, 
as usual. ΤῸ fill out v. 18 completely, the reader must supply, in his 
own mind, [ἐπὶ πᾶσαν ἀσέβειαν καὶ ἀδικίαν] τῶν την ἀλήϑειαν 
κιτ.λ. 


CHAP. I. 19—82. 


The apostle, having intended in his own mind to designate the heathen or 
Gentiles, by mentioning those ‘ who hinder the truth through unrighteous- 
ness,’ now proceeds to illustrate and confirm his charge against them. God, 
says he, has disclosed in the works of creation his eternal power and Godhead ; 
and this so clearly, that they are without excuse for failing to recognize it, 
vs. 19,20. And since they might have known him, but were ungrateful, and 
refused to glorify him, and darkened their minds by vain and foolish disputa- 
tions ; since they represented the eternal God to be like mortal man, and even 
like the brutes which perish; God gave them up to their own base and 
degrading lusts, who thus rendered to the creature the honour that was due 
to the Creator, vs. 21—25. Yea, he gave them up to the vile and unnatural 
passions which they cherished, vs. 26, 27; to a reprobate mind, and conse- 
quently to all the various sins which they practise, vs. 29, 30; and these they 
not only commit themselves, although they know them to be worthy of death, 
i. e. of condemnation on the part of the divine lawgiver, but they encourage 
others by their approbation to commit the like offences. 

Such being the state of facts in regard to the heathen world, it follows, of 
course, that they justly lie under the condemning sentence of the divine law. 
It is not the object of the apostle, to prove that every individual heathen is 
guilty of each and all the sins which he enumerates ; much less does he intend 
even to intimate that there are not other sins, besides those which he enume- 
rates, of which the Gentiles are guilty. It is quite plain, that those which he 
does mention, are to be regarded merely in the light of a specimen. Nor will 
the charges which he here makes, prove that every individual of the Gentile 
world was, at the moment when he was writing, guilty of all the things pre- 
ferred against the heathen. If we suppose that there might then have been 
some virtuous heathen, (a supposition apparently favoured by Rom. 2: 14), 
such must have abstained from the habitual practice of the vices named, and 
from others like them. But it suffices for the apostle’s purpose, to shew that 
they once had been guilty of them; which of course was to shew their absolute 
need of salvation by a Redeemer, i.e. by gratuitous pardon procured through 
him. The case is the same here, as that which is presented in chap. 11. 111.» 
where a charge of universal guilt is brought against the Jews. Certainly this 
was not designed to prove that there then existed no pious Jews, who were not 
liable to such charge in its full extent, at the moment when the apostle was 
writing. Enough that they had all, at some time or other, committed sin. 
Nay, it was of course true to some extent, even of the pious, at the time when 
Paul was writing, that they daily committed sin in some form or other; and 
the same was also true of pious Gentiles, if indeed there were any such. All 
men, then, were guilty before God; although all men might not practise the 
particular vices which the apostle narmed, when he was writing. It matters 
not, for his purpose, to prove this. All who could sin, had sinned, and did 
then sin, in some way or other; and this is now, and always has been true. 
Of course all have fallen under the condemnation of the divine law, and salva- 
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tion by the grace nxiiGieneih in the gospel, is the only salvation which is possible 
for them. 

The question when men begin to sin, it is not the object of the apostle here 
to discuss. Nor is it even the degree of their depravity, which it is his main 
design to illustrate and prove. The universality of it is the main point; and it 
is all which is essential to his argument. To this universality Paul admits of 
no exception ; ; but then we are of course to understand this, of those who are 
capable of sinning. It is thus that we interpret in other cases. For example; 
when it is said: “ He that believeth not, shall be damned,’ we interpret this 
of those who are capable of believing, and do not extend it beyond them. 
With the question, when individuals are capable of believing or of sinning, I 
repeat it, Paul does not here concern himself. Neither mere infancy, nor 
entire idiotism, is the object of his present consideration. He is plainly speak- 
ing of such, and only of such, as are capable of sinning; and these, one and 
all, he avers to be sinners, in a greater or less degree. Such being the fact, it 
follows, that as “ the soul which sinneth must die,” so, if there be any reprieve 
from this sentence, it must be obtained only by pardoning mercy through a 
Redeemer. 

Tadd merely, that the clause τῶν τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ἐν ἀδικίᾳ κατεχύντων, properly 
belongs to that division of the discourse which we are now to examine; but 
the connection of it with the general proposition in the preceding part. of v. 18, 
is made so intimate by the present grammatical structure, that I deemed it best 
not to disjoin them in the commentary. 


(19) But how is it to be made out, that the heathen keep back the 
truth respecting the only living and true God, by their unrighteous- 
ness? I answer, by shewing that to all men is made, in the works of 
nature, a revelation so plain of the eternal power and Godhead of 
Jehovah, that nothing but a wilful and sinful perversion of the light 
which they enjoy, can lead them to deny this great truth. So the 
apostle: Avory.... αὐτοῖς, because that which might be known con- 
cerning God, was manifest to them. tore stands before a clause 
which assigns a reason, why the heathen hinder the truth by iniquity. 
The amount of the illustration which follows is, (1) That the truth 
was knowable. (2) That nothing but base and evil passions kept 
men from acknowledging and obeying it. 

10 γνωστὸν τοῦ ϑεοῦ, literally the knowledge of God, or that 
concerning God which is knowable or known. The neuter adjective 
is used for a noun, in accordance with a well-known and common 
Greek idiom. The meaning, that which is knowable, which is here 
assigned to τὸ γνωστόν, is the best; and that τὸ γνωστόν may be thus 
rendered, we can have no doubt, when we compare τὸ νοητόν intelli- 
gible, τὸ αἰσϑητὸν quod perceptum sit, τὸ ἀόρατον quod non visum 
sit, i.e. invisible, etc. Ernesti denies that γνωστόν can be rendered, 
that which is to be known, or that which is knowable (N. Theol. 
Biblioth. X. 630); and this has been greatly contested among critics. 
Buttmann (Gramm. § 92. Anm. 3) seems to have decided this point, 
however, beyond any reasonable doubt. He says, indeed, that verbals 
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in -τός Selena correspond to the Latin participles i in —tus; so miex~_ 
τὸς stricken, στρεπτὸς perverted, ποιητὸς made, factus, etc. But 
“more commonly,” he adds, “ they have the sense of possibility, like 
the Latin adjectives in -ilis, or the German ones in —bar ; as στρέπτος 
versatilis, ὁρατός visibilis, ἀκουστὸς audibilis.” This appears more 
fully when ἐστί is joined with these adjectives or verbals ; 8. g. βιως 
τὸν ἐστί, one can live, quest,’ it is live-able’); τοῖς οὔκ é&erov gore, 
they cannot ge out, (quasi ‘to them it is not go-able’). It is strange, 
indeed, that this should so long and so often have been called in ques- 
tion ; especially as Plato frequently uses the very word under examin- 
ation, in connection with δοξαστον, 6. g. τὸ γνωστὸν καὶ τὸ δοξαστὸν, 
that which is knowable and that which is supposeable, de Repub. Lib. v. 

Tov ϑεοῦ, concerning God, ϑεοῦ being Genitivus objecti, as 
grammarians say. For a correct and extended statement of the lati- 
tude of the Genitive, in regard to the many various relations which 
it expresses, see Winer’s Gramm. Ν. Test. § 30, ed. 8. Examples in 
point are Matt. 13: 18, παραβολὴ τοῦ σπείροντος, the parable con- 
CERNING the sower; 1 Cor. 1: 18, ὁ λόγος ὁ τοῦ σταυροῦ, the decla- 
ration CONCERNING the cross. So λόγος τινός, a report CONCERNING 
any one, Xen. Cyrop. v1. 3. 10. vir. 5. 38, Comp. Luke 6: 12. Rom.’ 
13: 3. John 17: 2. Heb. 9: 8, et alibi. 

᾿Εν αὐτοῖς may be construed among them. So ἔν often means; 
e. g. Matt. 2: 6, ἐν τοῖς ἡγεμόσιν, among the leaders; Luke 1: 1, ἐν 
ἡμῖν, among us; Rom. 1: 6, ἐν οἷς, among whom; Rom. 11: 17. 1 
Cor. 3: 18, etc. The sense would then be: ‘ What may be known 
[by the light of nature] concerning God, was manifest among them,’ 
i. e. in the midst of them, or before their eyes. If any prefer, how- 
ever, to render ἐν αὐτοῖς as they would the simple Dative αὐτοῖς, viz. 
to them, examples of such a use may be found; 6. g. 1 Cor. 14: 11. 
Matt. 17: 22. Luke 23: 31. 12: 8, and perhaps Acts 4: 12. 1 Cor..2: 
6. 2 Cor. 4: 3. But the former method of construction is plainly the 
more certain and simple one. Tholuck prefers to render ἐν αὐτοῖς 
in them, and interprets it as referring to their moral sense, by which 
they may come to discern and judge of the evidences of divine power 
and Godhead. To me it seems, that the expression φανερόν ἐστιν 
ἔν αὐτοῖς is clearly and fully explained by the very next clause, added 
by the writer for the sake of explanation, viz. ὁ ϑεὸς γὰρ αὐτοῖς 
ἐφανέρωσε. Here αὐτοῖς seems to be used plainly in the sense of ἐν 
αὐτοῖς in the preceding clause, i. e. in the sense of to them or among 
hema cash tbat nt serinks 9 
13 
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The γάρ in ὁ ϑεὸς yao αὐτοῖς ἐφανέρωσε is γάρ confirmantis. 

(20) Τὰ yao... . καὶ ϑειότης, may be regarded as ἃ parenthetic 
explanation. The γάρ here is also γάρ confirmantis vel illustrantis, 
and has special relation to the clause or assertion immediately pre- 
ceding, i. e. it stands before an assertion designed to illustrate and 
confirm this. 

Ta yao ἀύρατα αὐτοῦ, for the invisible things of him, i. 6. of 
God. ᾿“όρατα means those attributes or qualities of the divine Being, 
which are not the subjects of physical notice, i. e. are not disclosed 
to any of our corporeal senses. Of course the-expression refers to such 
attributes as belong to the nature of God, considered as a spirit. 

"Ano κτίσεως κόσμου, since the creation of the world, or since the 
world was created. That ἀπὸ may be rendered since, scarcely needs 
proof; e.g. ἀπὸ καταβολῆς κόσμου, an ἀρχῆς, ἀπὸ τῆς ὥρας ἐκεί-- 
yng, etc.; see Lex. in verbum. With equal propriety, so far as the 
usus loquendi is concerned, might it be rendered by, by means of, a 
sense which azo very frequently has. But the reason why it should 
not be here rendered in this latter way, is, that ovjuaoe designates 
the means by which. By ra aogata atov.... καϑορᾶται, the 
writer means to say, that ever since the world was created, the evi- 
dences of eternal power and Godhead have been visible; which 
indeed must be as true, as that they are now visible. 

Τοῖς ποιήμασι, by the things which are made, i. e. by the natural 
creation. Ποιήμασι might be rendered by his operations, inasmuch 
as nouns ending in the neuter -- μα not unfrequently have the same 
meaning as those which end in —ov¢" 6. g. δακαίωμα, δικαίωσις, 
justification. If it were thus rendered, the sense would be, that the 
operations of God in the world of nature, continually bear testimony 
respecting him. This is not only true, but a truth scarcely less strik- 
ing, as it now appears to us through the medium of astronomy, natural 
philosophy, and physiology, than that which is developed by creative 
power. Nevertheless, as the discoveries of modern science were un- . 
known to the heathen, so it seems most congruous here to explain 
motnuace by things made, the natural creation, which the heathen, in 
common with all others, were continually reminded of by their exter- 
nal senses. 
The due result of serious notice is, that τὰ ἀόρατα τοῦ θεοῦ may 
be νοούμενα, apprehended by the mind, understood. Noovpeva καϑ- 
deurat means, are distinctly seen, are intelligibly perceived, i. 6. 
they are so, or may be so, by the aid of the things which have been 
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made. In other words; God’s invisible attributes, at least some of 
them, are made visible, i. e. made the object of clear and distinct 
apprehension, by reason of the natural creation. So the Psalmist : 
“‘ The heavens declare the glory of God; the firmament sheweth forth 
the work of his hands. .Day unto day uttereth speech, night unto 
night sheweth knowledge,” Ps. 19: 1, 2. 

But what are the attributes of God which are thus plainly discernible 
by his works? The answer is, ἥ τὲ ἀΐδιος αὐτοῦ δύναμις καὶ ϑειότης, 
both or even his eternal power and Godhead. Avvaytg must here 
have special reference to the creative power of God; and this seems 
to be called αἴδεος, because it must have been possessed antecedently 
to the creation of the world, or before time began. Still, although 
δημιουργία (creative power), as Theodoret says, is here specially 
meant, I apprehend that the sense of δύναμες is not restricted to this. 
He who had power to create, must of course be supposed to have 
power to wield and govern. 

Θειότης is distinguished by Tholuck and others, from Θεότης" 
for they represent the latter as signifying the Divinity or the divine 
Nature, while the former is represented as meaning the complexity 
of the divine attributes, the sum or substance of divine qualities. 1 
can not find any good ground, however, for such a distinction. Θεό- 
τῆς is the abstract derivate from 90g" and from this latter word is 
formed the concrete or adjective derivate tog, divine. 10 ϑεῖον of 
_ course means divinity; and from this comes another regular abstract 
noun, ϑειότης, with the same signification. So Passow: ϑειότης, 
Gottlichkeit, géttliche Natur, i. 6. divinity, divine nature.. He then 
adds: “‘ In particular, divine greatness, power, excellence, eminence, 
etc.;” i. 6. ϑειότης designates the divinity, with special reference to 
these qualities—the identical manner in which the word is employed 
οἴῃ our text. The same lexicographer defines ϑεότης, the Godhead, 
the divine Being, divine excellence. In the same sense, viz. that of 
Godhead, Divinity, is ro ϑεῖον plainly used in Acts 17: 29. .So 
ϑειότης in Wisd. 18; 9. So Clemens Alex. (Strom. V. 10), τὸ μὴ 
φϑείρεσϑαι, ϑειότητος μετέχειν ἐστί, not to perish, is to be a par- 
taker of Godhead or Divinity. 

If ϑειότης be interpreted here as a word designating “the sum 
of all the divine attributes,’ we must regard natural theology as 
equally extensive with that which is revealed, so far as the great doc- 
trines respecting the Godhead are concerned. Did the apostle mean 
to assert this? I trust not. 1 must understand ϑειίότης, then, ag 
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Residenting Divinity divine Nature, divine μέχυδβηιδα or supremacy, 
i. 6. such a station and condition and nature, as make the Being who 
holds and possesses them to be truly divine er God. Eternal power 
and supremacy or exaltation appear, then, to be those qualities or 
attributes of the divine Being, which the works of creation are said 
by the apostle to diselose. And when examined by the eye of philo- 
sophy and reason, the evidence appears to be of the very same nature 
which he has here designated. At all events, the heathen never have 
made out any very definite and explicit views of God as holy and 
hating sin; not to speak of other attributes, of which they have had 
quite imperfect and unsatisfactory views. 

On this deeply interesting subject, viz. the diselosures of the na- 
tural world in respect to the Creator, Aristotle has said an exceed 
ingly striking thing (De Mundo, c. 6), πάσῃ ϑνητῆ φύσει γενόμενος 
ἀϑεώρητος, an αὐτῶν τῶν ἔργων ϑεωρεῖταν ὃ ϑεός, God, who is 
invisible to every mortal being, is seen by his works. Comp. also a 
striking passage of the like tenor, in Wisd. 13: 1—5. 

Εἰς τὸ εἶναι αὐτοὺς ἀναπολογήτους, so that they are without en 
cuse. ig τὸ, followed by an Inf., is often used in the same manner 
as ὥστε" e.g. Luke 5: 17. Rom. 4: 18. 7: 4,5. 12:3. Eig τὸ κιτ.1. 
is joined in sense with ὁ ϑεὸς yao αὐτοῖς ἐφανέρωσε, (the first clause 
in v. 20 being a parenthesis); i. e. ‘God has exhibited, in his works, 
such evidences of his eternal power and Godhead, that those are 
without any excuse who hinder the truth by reason of their iniquity, 
That the apostle means to characterize the heathen by all this, is clear 
from the sequel. 

(21) “ότι γνόντες τὸν Gedy, because that παυϊῆμι known God. 
The διότι here stands as co-ordinate with that in v.19. Verses 19, 
20 assign the first ground or proof of the assertion, that the heathen 
keep back the truth by unrighteousness; the substance of which is, 
that the truth is so plainly forced upon them by the works of creation, 

- that they could not deny it, except on the ground of being influenced 
by sinful passions. Verse 21 gives the second ground of the assertion | 
that the heathen keep back the truth, viz. that with all their opportu- 
nities to know and acknowledge the true God, they became corrupt, 
debased, and devoted to idolatry. On this second ground the apostle 
— amplifying and confirming it in vs. 22—25. ad 
| νόντες here is employed i in a sense that comports with the mean- 
‘ap of τὸ γνωστόν in v. 19, i. 6. having opportunity to know, being 
- furnished with the means of knowing, having the knowledge of God 
plainly set before them. 
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Οὐχ we... . ηὐχαρίσϑησαν, they glorified him not as God, nei- 
ther were thankful; i. e. they paid him not the honour due to him as 
the Creator and Governor of all things, nor were they thankful for the 
blessings which he bestowed upon them. 

"AMM EnatrawOnoauy .... αὐτῶν, but indulged foolish imagina- 
tions or vain thoughts. So we may render the passage, if we follow 
the more common meaning of ματαέόω, which not unfrequently cor- 
responds to the Hebrew ἫΝ , 220M, insipide, stulte agere. The 
Vulgate renders ἐματαιώϑησαν by evanuerant, and Erasmus by frus- 
trati sunt; and to the like purpose many critics have interpreted it. 
But the evident intention of the writer seems here to be, to describe a 
state of mind or feeling, not to express the result of it —Avadoyropors 
may be translated thoughts, reasonings, or disputations ; for the word 
has each of these senses. ‘The first seems the most appropriate here, 
on account of the clause which immediately follows, and which shews 
that the state of the interior man is designed to be described. It 
should be noted, moreover, that dvadoycouds, as meaning thought or 
imagination, is commonly taken in malam partem, i. e. as designating 
bad thoughts, evil imaginations, e. g. Matt. 15: 19. Mark 7: 21. Is. 
59: 7 (Sept.) 1 Cor. 3: 20. 

If we construe the words before us in this way, the sense will be:. 
‘They foolishly or inconsiderately indulged evil imaginations,’ i. e. 
base and degrading views respecting the nature and attributes of God, 
and the honour due to him; as the sequel (vs. 22—25) shews, partic- 
ularly v. 23. 

But there is another sense of the expression — us, which I am 
strongly tempted to adopt. The Hebrew 535, vanitas, ματαιότης, 
μάταια, as is well known, is often employed to designate idols and 
idolatry. Hence μάταια is frequently employed by the Septuagint to 
designate idols; 6. g. 2 K. 17: 15. Jer. 2: 5. 8: 19. Amos 2: 4. 1K. 
16: 13, etc. So also in the New Testament, Acts 14:15. From 
this usage, as one might naturally conclude, the verb watacow (which - 
means literally «a7 «v0 facere vel fieri) sometimes means to be de- 
voted to μάταια; i. 6. to idols; 6. g. 2K. 17: 15. Jer. 2: 5, ἐματαιώ--: 
θησαν, they became devoted to idolatry, or to vanities (which is the 
same thing). The phrase in our verse is plainly susceptible of the 
like rendering, viz. In their evil imaginations or by reason of their 
wicked devices, they became devoted to sana or rng to vanities 
(which hasthe same meaning). " 
τς But on the whole, it is safer ΡΟΝ to ΜΝ the clause before 
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us as a kind of parallel with the one which follows; in which case, 
the first asserts that the heathen foolishly indulged in wicked devices, 
and the second, that in consequence of this, their inconsiderate minds 
became darkened. The clause under examination will then be of the 
like tenor with v. 22. 

Kui éoxoriodn .... καρδία, and their inconsiderate mind was: 
darkened. Καρδία, like the Hebrew 25, very often means animus, 
intellectus, the mind; which latter is here plainly its meaning.— 
"Aovvetog means stolidus, insipiens, or imprudens, which latter word 
means, wanting in consideration and foresight. 1 hesitate between 
this meaning, and that of stolidus in the sense of the Hebrew >22, 
i. 6. impious, wicked. 'The καρδία which had foolishly indulged evil 
imaginations respecting God, may be truly characterized either as in- 
considerate, or as impious. On the whole, the latter seems to convey 
rather ithe most energetic meaning; but the former accords better 
with the idea, that the second clause (now under examination) is 
parallel with the clause which precedes it. 

It will be observed by the attentive reader, that the apostle here 
represents the darkening of the mind to be a consequence of the wicked 
imaginations which the heathen had indulged. Men had once a right 
knowledge of the true God ; they all had opportunity to be acquainted 
with his true attributes. But in this condition, they chose foolishly to 
indulge in wicked devices and imaginations; and in consequence of 
this, they lost even what light they possessed, ἐσχοτίσϑη ἡ ἀσύνετος 
αὐτῶν καρδία. 

(22) Φάσκοντες..... ἐκωράνϑησαν, professing themselves to be 
wise, they became fools. The antithesis of the sentiment here is 
strong. The pretensions of many heathen philosophers to wisdom, is 
well known. From these sprung the names, φέλόσοφοι, φιλοσοφία, 
σόφοι, σοφισταί, etc. WDaox means to declare, to affirm; which, in 
the present case, means the same as to profess. So the Greeks used 
φαάσκω" e. g. οἵ φιλοσοφεῖν φάσκοντες, those who profess to philoso- 
phize. To the same purpose Cicero says: “‘ Qui se sapientes esse 
profitentur,” Questt. Tusc. I. 9. 

(23) Kai ἤλλαξαν... .. ἑρπετῶν, and exchanged the glory of the 
‘immortal God, for an image like to mortal man, and fowls, and 
quadrupeds, and reptiles. ‘Inv δοξαν τοῦ ἀφϑάρτου ϑεοῦ means, 

_ the majesty and excellence of the eternal God, or the glorious and 
eternal God. In ἤλλαξαν... .. ἐν ὁμοιώματε, the Dative with ἐν 
before it follows the verb. In such cases the usual construction is, to 
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put the simple Dative after the verb, i. 6. the Dative of the noun de- 
signating the thing for which another is exchanged; e. g. Lev. 27: 
10, οὐκ adiagec .... καλὸν πονηρῷ. Ibid. addakn .... κτῆνος 
κτήνει. Lev, 27: 33. Ex. 13: 18. The classic writers usually say, 
ἀλλασσειν τί τινος, or ti ἀντί τινος" but sometimes ἀλλάσσεεν τί τενί. 
I find no construction like this in v. 23, except in Ps. 105: 20, where 
ἀλλάξαντο τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ ἐν ὁμοιώματε μόσχου occurs. Tholuck 
says that ἐν ὁμοιώματι stands for εἰς ὁμοίωμα, and he construes it 
here as meaning the transmuting of one thing into another, i. e. mak- 
ing out of one thing something different from it. But this is not the 
common use of ἀλλάσσω; in cases like ours; although the verb occa- 
sionally admits of this sense, (see v. 26 below, where, however, the 
Accusative with ¢/¢ is employed). But usually it means, to commute 
one thing vor another, (not to transmute one thing into another). 
Nor can it be the design of Paul to say, that the heathen changed the 
glorious and immortal God into an image of perishable man and ani- 
mals, (for how could they do this?) but to say that they exchanged 
the former (as an object of worship) for the latter; which is the exact 
state of the case. 

Such being the fact, both as to the sense of the passage, and the 
more usual construction of the verb ἀλλάσσω, I must regard ἐν ὁμου-- 
watt here asof the same import and design as the simple Dative 
would be, unattended with the preposition ; of which examples are 
not wanting in the N ew Testament, and which Ps. 105: 20 confirms. 

"Ev ὁμοιώματε εἰκόνος is like the Hebrew bbs ΤΠ, the resem- 
blance of the image, i. 6. an image resembling or like unto. φϑαρτοῦ 
is designed as the antithesis of ἀφϑάρτου, and means frail, perisha- 
ble, mortal. : , ͵ 

Πετεινὼν κιτ.λ. How extensively such idolatry as is here de- 
scribed, has been and still is practised among the heathen, is too well 
known to need any formal proof in the present case. Juvenal (Sat. 
xv.) has drawn an admirable picture of Egyptian superstitions. The 
following lines are sufficiently graphic : 


“ Quis nescit .... qualia demens 
»» |... Xegyptus portenta colat? Crocodilon adorat. 
Pars ec ; illa ai saturam ee ie Ibim. 


Oppida tota canem “yenerantur, nemo Dianam.” 


And after saying that they worshipped various productions of die 
earth, and even culinary vegetables, he exclaims : 


τς * O sanetas gentes, quibus hee nascuntur in hortis | 
Numina!” 
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Comp. Ps. exv. 135: 15, seq. Is, 44: 9—17, where is a most vivid de- 
scription, in some of its traits not unlike to the hints in Horace, Lib. 
I. Sat. 8. ᾿ 
(24) Such was the impiety and folly of the heathen. Even their 
philosophers and learned men could not be exempted from a part of 
the charges here brought against the Gentiles. On account of such 
sins, God even gave them up to their own lusts; dso καὶ παρέδωκεν 
... ἀκαϑαρσίαν, wherefore God even gave them up, in the lusts of their 
hearts, to impurity ; i. 6. God gave them over to the pursuit of their 
lusts, and to the dreadful consequences which follow such a course, 
because they were so desperately bent upon the pursuit of these ob- 
jects, and would hearken to none of the instructions which the book 
of nature communicated. The imputation is, that in apostatizing 
from the true God, and betaking themselves to the worship of idols, 
they had, at the same time, become the devoted slaves of lust; which 
indeed seems here also, by implication, to be assigned as the reason 
or ground of their apostasy. Every one knows, moreover, that among 
almost all the various forms of heathenism, impurity has been either a 
direct or indirect service in its pretended religious duties. Witness 
the shocking law among the Babylonians, that every woman should 
prostitute herself, at least once, before the shrine of their Venus. It 
is needless to say, that the worshippers of Venus in Greece and 
Rome, practised such rites; or that the mysteries of heathenism, of 
which Paul says, “‘it is a shame even to speak,” allowed a still greater 
latitude of indulgence. Nor is it necessary to describe the obscene 
and bloody rites practised in Hindoostan, in the South Sea and the 
Sandwich Islands, and generally among the heathen. Polytheism 
and idolatry have nearly always been a religion of obscenity and 
blood. This the apostle plainly intimates; for after saying that men 
had substituted idols for the only living and true God, he immediately 
_subjoins: ‘Wherefore God gave up them to pursue their lusts, who 
were so eager in pursuit of them.’ This of course is taking it for 
granted, that in plunging into polytheism and idolatry, they had at 
the same time plunged deep into the mire of impurity. How well 
such a representation accords with fact, the history of heathenism 
will testify most abundantly. It lies on the face of almost every page, 
written in characters ‘ which he who runneth may read.’ 
τς Παρέδωκε, gave up, gave over, i.e. left them to pursue their own 
desires, without checking them by such restraints as he usually im- 
poses on those who are not hardened and obstinate offenders. It 
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seems here neither to denote an active ‘ plunging into sin,’ on the one 
hand; nor a ‘mere inactive letting alone,’ on the other; but a with- 
holding, by way of just retribution for their offences, such restraints 
as I have just described. 

᾿Εν ταῖς ἐπιϑυμίαις, in their lusts, i.e.God gave up them, [being] 
in their lusts, εἰς ἀκαϑαρσίαν κι τ.λ. But most critics construe ἐν 
here as meaning by in the sense of on account of, by means of. The 
sense is good, indeed, when rendered in this way, and the usus loguendi 
above exception ; see Bretschn. Lex. ἔν. No. 6. ed. 2nd. But I pre- 
fer to render it in the following way, viz. God gave up them [ὄντες 
being] in their lusts, etc., i. e. them who were filled with lust, he gave 
up to the pursuit of it, he abandoned them to the perverse desires of 
their own hearts and to the consequences which would follow. In this 
way ἐν ταῖς ἐπιϑυμίαις τῶν καρδιῶν becomes equivalent to an adjec- 
tive qualifying αὐτούς. Of a usage like this in respect to the Dative 
with ἐν before it, the New Testament affords most ample proofs; e. g. 
Luke 4: 32, ἐν ἐξουσίᾳ ἣν 0 λόγος αὐτοῦ, his word was powerful; 
Rev. 1: 10, ἐγενόμην ἐν mvevjuore, I was inspired; John 16: 25, ἔν 
παροιμίαις λαλεῖν, to speak parabolically; John 5: 5, ἐν ἀσϑενείᾳ 
ἔχων, being weak; Rom. 16: 7, οἱ γεγόνασιν ἐν Χριστῷ, who became 
Christians ; and thus very often, as may be seen in Bretschn. Lex. ἐν. 
No.5. ᾿δῖν employed in this way, may be called ἐν conditionis, inas- 
much as the noun before which it stands, serves to designate condi- 
tion, habitude, relation. ᾿Εν thus employed agrees with the so called 
2 predicate of the Hebrews, 1. e. Ξ prefixed to a noun which is em- 
ployed in the sense of an adjective. 

Eig ἀκαϑαρσίαν, to the practice of impurity, where εἰς be- 
fore the Accusative denotes, as usual, the object for which any 
thing is or is done. The sense is the same as εἰς τὸ ποιεῖν τὴν 
ἀκαϑαρσίαν. 

“Τοῦ ἀτιμάζεσϑαι..... . ἐν ἐαυτοῖς, to dishonour their own bodies 
among themselves, or mutually to dishonour their own bodies. Τοῦ ate- 
μάξεσϑαι is constructed after παρέδωκε implied. This kind of Infi- 
nitive (viz. the Infinitive with τοῦ before it), has, until recently, been 
reckoned an imitation of the Hebrew Infinitive with >. But Winer 
(N. Test. Gramm. ᾧ 45. 4, ed. 83d) has shown abundantly that it is no 
Hebraism, but is very common in the Greek classics. The older 
critics used to solve this form of the Infinitive (where τοῦ intimates 
design, object, end), by supplying ἕνεκα or χάριεν before it. Winer 
constructs τοῦ ἀτιμάζεσθαι, in the present case, by making it the 
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Genitive after ἀχαϑαρσίαν. I prefer the other method, which makes 
the clause epexegetical. 

In respect to the fact of dishonouring their own bodies, i. 6. sub- 
jecting themselves to base and degrading lusts, we shall see more in 
the sequel. 

"Ev ἑαυτοῖς, among themselves. For this frequent sense of ἕν, see 
Bretschn. Lex. ἐν. 1. 6. 

(25) A repetition of the idea contained in v. 28— καὶ ἤλλαξαν 
%.t.4., but with some additions. οἵτινες pernddakay... ψεύδει, 
who exchanged the true God for a false one. ᾿“1λήϑειαν τοῦ ϑεοῦ = 
τὸν ἀληϑὴ Geov. More usually it is the latter of two nouns which is 
employed as an adjective in order to qualify the former: but some- 
times the first noun performs the office of an adjective ; compare Heb. 
Gramm. § 440. 6. Both ἀλήϑειαν and wevdes are examples of the 
abstract for the concrete; ψεύδει corresponding to the Hebrew bam, 
δ, IW, which are so often employed to designate idols. In re- 








gard to μέτήλλαξαν..... ἐν τῷ ψεύδει, see on ἤλλαξαν... ἐν ὅμου- 
ware in ν. We 
Καὶ ἐσεβάσϑησαν .... κτίσαντα, and worshipped and served the 


creature more than the Creator. Σεβαάζομαι signifies to venerate, to 
worship, and designates the state of mind in the worshipper. The 
aorists passive often have the sense of the Middle voice, and so, there- 
fore, not unfrequently have an active sense, as here. argevw desig- 
nates either internal worship (see v. 9 above), or external. Here, as 
it is joined with σεβαάζομαι, it more naturally designates the external 
rites of the heathen religion. 7%) κτίσει, the creature, created things; 
see the close of v. 23.—JTaga, more than, above; compare Luke 3: 
13. Heb. 1: 4. 3:3. 9: 23. 11: 4, etc.; and see Bretschn. Lex. παρά 
IIT. 2. ὁ. ' 
Ὃς ἐστιν... ἀμήν, who is blessed forever, Amen. Doxologies 
of this nature are not unusual in the writings of Paul; see Gal. 1: 5. 
Rom. 9: 5. 2 Cor. 11: 31. The Jewish Rabbies, from time immemo- 
rial, have been accustomed to add a doxology of the like nature, 
whenever they had occasion to utter any thing which might seem 
reproachful to God. The Mohammedans have borrowed this custom 
from them, and practise it to a great extent. Tholuck mentions an 
‘Arabic manuscript in the library at Berlin, which contains an account 
of heresies in respect to Islamism; and so often as the writer has 
occasion to name a new heretical sect, he immediately adds: ‘God 
be exalted above all which they say —Evloyntos means, i ον, of - 
praise, deserving to be extolled. 
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*Auny, the usual response of the Hebrew solemn assemblies to the 
words or precepts of the law, when read; see Deut. 27: 15—26. The 
Hebrew 7728 means, verum, certum, ratum sit, i. e. ita sit; which is 
the usual sense of ἀμήν in the New Testament, as in Rom. 9: 5. 11: 
36. Gal. 1:5. Eph. 8: 21, et al. sepe. As to the custom of public 
religious assemblies in respect to using this word, see 1 Cor. 14: 16. 
It is to be understood as the solemn expression of assent to what has 
been said, and approbation of it, on the part of those who use it. 

(26) As v. 25 is a repetition and amplification of the sentiment in 
v. 23; so vs. 26, 27, are a repetition and amplification of the senti- 
ment in v. 24. There is the same connection in both cases; e. g. 
after asserting the idolatry of the heathen in v. 25, the apostle 
proceeds (as in v.24) to say: ce τοῦτο z.t.A, i. 6. because they 
became idolaters and polytheists, God gave them up to the vile pas- 
sions which they indulged in this species of worship.— 4va τοῦτο... 
ἀτιμίας, on account of this [their idolatry], God gave them up to base 
passions. For the sense of παρέδωκεν ὁ Bog, see v. 24.—Tladn 
ἀτιμίας, base passions, where ἀτεμίας (the latter of two nouns in 
regimen) holds the place of an adjective, agreeably to common usage; 
see the remarks on v. 25. 

Ai te yoo... . φύσιν, for their women exchanged their natural 
usage, into that which is unnatural or against nature. Παρὰ fre- 
quently has the sense here assigned; as may be seen in the lexicons. 
Τὴν φυσικὴν χρῆσιν means usus venereus. But whether the apostle 
refers here to the Greek τριβάδες or ἐταιρίστρεαι, or to those who 
were guilty of prostituting themselves in the vile and unnatural man- 
ner mentioned in v. 27, it would be difficult to determine, and is un- 
necessary. ‘Those who wish to trace evidences of the facts alluded 
to, may consult Seneca, Ep. 95. Martial. Epigr. I. 90. Atheneus, 
Deipnos. 13. p. 605. Tholuck on the State of the heathen World, in 
Neander’s Denkwirdigkeiten, I. p. 143 seq., and in the Biblical Re- 
pository, vol. 11. 

(27) Ὁμοίως te nai... . ἀλλήλοις, in like manner, also, the 
males, leaving the natural use of the female, burned in their lust toward 
each other. Literally ὁμοίως τε καὶ may be rendered, moreover in 
like manner too. Té καὶ is often employed in enumerating particu- 
lars, in order to designate an intimate connection between them. 
This it signifies in a more emphatic manner than καὶ simply; and in 
this respect, the Greek τέ answers well to the Lat. gue. 176 is em- 
ployed rather to annex clauses than words, and in this respect differs 
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from καί" at the same time τέ is more commonly connected only with 

clauses which are not necessary to complete the sentence in itself, 
but are epexegetical, 1. 6. serve for confirmation, illustration, amplifi- 
cation, etc. 

The evidences of the fact here stated by the apostle, are too 
numerous and prominent among the heathen writers, to need even a 
reference to them. Virgil himself, the chaste Virgil, as he has been 
often called, has a Corydon amabat Alerin, without seeming to feel 
the necessity of a blush for it. Such a fact sets the whole matter in 
open day. That at Athens and Rome παιδεραστία was a very com- 
mon and habitual thing, needs no proof to one who has read the 
Greek and Latin classics, especially the amatory poets, to any consi- 
derable extent. Plutarch tells us that Solon practised it; and Dioge- 
nes Laertius says the same of the Stoic Zeno. Need we be surprised, 
then, if the same horrible vice was frequent in the more barbarous 
parts of Greece and of the Roman empire? Would God that nations 
called Christian were not reproachable with it; and that the great 
cities of the old world (possibly of the new also), did not exhibit ex- 
amples of it, almost as flagrant as those of Greece and Rome! 

"ἄρσενες... . κατεργαζύμενοι, males with males doing that which 
is shameful. A further description of what the writer means, so as to 
leave no doubt about the design of the preceding affirmation. 

Kai τὴν... . ἀπολαμβάνοντες, and receiving in themselves the 
reward which is due to their error. The apostle doubtless means, 
here, the evil consequences both physical and moral, which followed 
the practices on which he is animadverting. In respect to the first, 
their bodies were weakened, their health impaired, and premature old 
age came on both in a mental and physical respect. With regard to 
the second, what else could be expected from those who sunk them- 
selves far below the brute creation, but that their moral sense would 
be degraded, their conscience “‘ seared with a hot iron,” and all the 
finer feelings and delicate sensibilities of life utterly extinguished ? 
No example in the whole brute creation can be produced, which 
resembles the degradation of the παιδερασταί" and it follows, by an 
immutable law of a sin-hating God which is impressed on the very 
nature of all moral beings, that degradation and shame should result 
from the gratification of viler than beastly appetites. The despots, 
princes, and rich men of the East, who practise polygamy and keep 
‘extensive harems, are usually swperannuated by the time they are 
forty years of age; how much more might this be naturally expected, 
as to the offenders mentioned in the verse under examination ? 
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(28) Kai καϑὼς .... ἐν ἐπιγνώσει, and inasmuch as they did 
not like to retain God in their knowledge. oxtuosw usually means 
to try, prove, examine, etc. But a secondary sense of the word is, to 
approve, to choose; like to δόκιμος, approved, acceptable, agreeable, 
etc. The apostle means here to say, that the heathen voluntarily 
rejected the knowledge of the true God, which, to a certain and 
important extent, they might have gathered from the book of nature 
so widely spread open before them.— Lyew ἐν ἐπιγνώσει is alto- 
gether equivalent to ἐπεγενώσκειν. 

Tlagédwuev .... νοῦν, God gave them up to a reprobate mind. 
See on v. 24 for παρέδωκπεν.---ἰ “δόχκεμος is the negative or antithesis 
of δόκεμος" and therefore means reprobate, that which is to be rejected, 
unapproved. Beza has rendered this adjective as though it had a 
neuter active sense, a mind incapable of judging. But the usus lo- 
quendi will not bear this; although adjectives in -έμος sometimes have 
an active sense; see Buttm. ausfithrl. Sprachl. 2 Abth. p. 341. The 
meaning here of ἀδόχεμον νοῦν is, wicked or vile mind, which is de- 
serving of condemnation or execration. 

Ποιεῖν τὰ μὴ καϑήκοντα, to do those things which are disgrace- 
ful; i.e. which are indecorous, shameful. God, in his righteous 
judgment, abandoned those who practised such vices, to the legitimate 
consequences of their own passions and conduct. 

(29) Πεπληρωμένους, filled, full of, abounding in. 'The con- 
struction, if completed, would be, [nagedwxey αὐτοὺς ὁ 20] 
πεπληρωμένους κ. τ. λ. so that πεπληρωμένους agrees with αὐτούς in 
the preceding verse. It is here followed by the Dative of the suc- 
ceeding nouns; and so in some other cases; see Wahl’s Lex. under 
πληρόω. The Genitive is more common after verbs of abounding. 

᾿Αδικίᾳ is a generic word here, iniquity, sin, which comprehends 
all the particular vices that are afterwards named.— ITogvela is omit- 
ted in some manuscripts, and in some it is placed after πονηρίᾳ. 
The enumeration seems quite incomplete without it; as it is a sin 
which most of all was universal among the heathen. In the New 
Testament, the word πορνεία has an extended sense, comprehending 
all illicit intercourse, whether fornication, adultery, incest, or any 
other venus illicita. See Bretsch. Lex. on the word. 

 Πονηρέίᾳ, malice, i. 6. versuta et fallax nocendi ratio, as Grotius 
defines it. Malice is a wicked desire or intention of doing harm to 
others, in a fraudulent and deceitful manner.—IThcovetig, covetous- 
ness. Where luxury abounds, and devotedness to sinful pleasures, 
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Siew. a shies δώ gold wil also reign, bdsm it is necessary to supply 
the means of pleasure. Petronius strikingly represents Rome as 
covetous of the wealth of other nations, in the following manner: 
Si quis sinus abditus ultra, 
$i qua foret tellus que falvum mitteret aurum, 


Hostis erat, fatisque in tristia bella paratis 
Qerebantur opes. 


Kazie, among the Greeks, was the antithesis of ager7, when 
.taken in a generic sense. But when taken (as here) in a limited one, 
it means the habit of doing mischief or harm to others in any way. It 
differs from πονηρία, malice, inasmuch as that more particularly desig- 
nates a state of mind, and the craftiness by which the purposes it 
forms are to be executed. Axio is any kind of injurious treatment. 

Meoxovs is of the same meaning as τιπληρωμένους " but it seems 
to be introduced here merely for the sake of varying the construction 
of somany nouns. As it governs the Genitive, so the Genitive here 
follows it, and this makes a variety in the construction. The ellipsis 
is as before, [παρέδωχεν αὐτοὺς ὦ ϑεος) μεστοὺς x. τ. }λ.----Οἂ.δόνος, 
envy, seems to be natural to the human breast. It exists at all times 
and in all places, where one part of the community is, or is thought 
to be, more happy or distinguished than another. This passion was 
in the highest degree predominant at Rome.—@ovoc, murder or 
mansluughter, both public and private, legalized and forbidden, was 
exceedingly frequent at Rome; e. g. the gladiatorial fights, the de- 
struction of slaves, the executions by the Roman emperor’s orders, 
and deaths by poison, assassination, etc.—’ Zovs of course followed on 
in such a train.—_oA0¢ is strikingly exemplified by a verse of Juve- 
nal: “Quid Rome faciem? Mentiri nescio,” Sat. III. 41.—Ke- 
κοήϑεια means malevolence, particularly that species of it which 
perverts the words and actions of another, and puts a wrong construc- 
tion on them in order to gratify a love of mischief, when it was easy 
and proper to put a good construction upon them. It differs specific- 
ally, therefore, from πονηρία. . 

(80) ψυϑυριστής means a slanderer in secret—Katakahos, a 
slanderer in public—Gsoorvysis, haters of God. Grotius says, it 
should be written ϑεοστυχγεις, i. e. with the tone or accent on the 
penult, in order to have an active sense. But this is not necessary ; 
for Suidas defines ϑεοστυγεῖς (oxytone) by of ὑπὸ ϑεοῦ μισούμενοι, 
καὶ οἱ ϑεὸν μισοῦντες. In the same manner Passow gives the 
meaning of the word. That the active sense is here required, the 
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context clearly shews; inasmuch as the vices of men are here desig- 
nated, not the punishment of them.— Ὑβοιστας, reproachful, i. 6. 
lacerating others by slanderous, abusive, passionate declarations.— 
‘Yneongavovs, proud, i. e. looking with disdain upon others, and 
thinking highly of themselves.—Adalovas, boasters, i. 6. glorying in 
that which does not belong to them, whether wealth, learning, talents, 
or any thing else.— Lpevoerag κακῶν, inventors of evil things. This 
doubtless refers to the inventions in luxuries, vices, etc., which were 
constantly taking place in the great cities of ancient times, where 
there was a competition in pleasures among the wealthy.—Jovevovy 
ἀπειϑεῖς, disobedient to parents; a vice exceedingly common among 
the heathen, multitudes of whom cast out their parents, when they are 
old, to perish from hunger, or cold, or by the wild beasts. The Ac- 
cusative cases throughout this and the following verse, are all governed 
by παρέδωχεν ὁ ϑεὸός, brought forward from v. 28, in the mind of the 
writer, and to be supplied by the reader. 

(31) “Aovverovs, inconsiderate or foolish; compare vs. 21, 22.— 
᾿χ“συνϑέτους, covenant-breakers, perfidious.— “στόργους, destitute of 
natural affection. The writer probably refers here, to the usual 
practices among the heathen of exposing young children to perish, 
when the parents had more of them than they thought themselves able 
to maintain, or had such as they did not wish to take the trouble of 
bringing up. Tertullian (in Apologetico) repeats this accusation 
against them in a tremendous manner: “.... qui natos sibi liberos 
enecant .... crudelius in aqua spiritum extorquetis, aut frigori et 
fami et canibus exponitis.”——'4o70vdovs, implacable, qui pactum non 
admittit. Some manuscripts omit the word; but its authority does 
not seem fairly to be doubtful. This is a well-known trait of the 
heathen character, exemplified in a most striking manner by the 
Aborigines of this country.—' “νελεήμονας, destitute of compassion, 
unmerciful. What, for example, are or were the provisions made 
for the poor and suffering, among the heathen? 

(82) Οἵτενες .... ἐπιγνόντες, who knowing the ordinance of 
God. “Entyvovzes is here to be taken in the like sense with γνόντες 
in v. 21; see the remarks on this. In Rom. 2: 14, 15, Paul asserts 
that ‘the heathen who have no written law (revelation), are a law to | 
themselves, for they give evidence that the requisitions of the divine 
law are written upon their hearts.’ He refers, of course, in these 
and the like expressions, to leading and principal traits of moral 
duty. So in our text, when he speaks of the Gentiles as knowing 
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God, ἫΝ means, that dass disclosures bovis epee God in the 
works of nature, and respecting the duties which he demanded of 
them in their own consciences or moral sense, were of such a kind as 
fairly to give them an opportunity of knowing something respecting 
the great outlines of duty, and of rendering them inexcusable for 
neglecting it. 

To δικαίωμα, statute, ordinance, precept. The Seventy employ 
it often, in order to translate the Hebrew pr, newy, ΠΝ. The 
use of δικαίωμα in such a way, seems to be quite Σηιρ Sui- 
das, however, defines it thus: δικαιώματα νόμος, ἐντολαί. Clear 
cases of usage in such asense, are 1 Mace. 1: 13, ποιεῖν τὸ δικαιώ-- 
ματα τῶν ἔϑνων" and Test. xu. Patriarch., ποιεῖν τὰ δικαιώματα 
κυρίου, καὶ ὑπακούειν ἐντολὰς ϑεοῦ, Fabric. Cod. Pseudep. I. 603. 

What the δικαίωμα or Pr is, which the heathen knew or might 
have known, is now declared, viz. ὅτι of... . εἰσίν, that they who do 
such things [such as he had just been mentioning ], are worthy of death. 
As the affirmation here has respect to those who did not enjoy the 
knowledge of a written revelation, so death can hardly be taken in 
the full and exact scriptural sense of the word; (on this sense, see 
the remarks on Rom. 5: 12). It must, however, be taken in a sense 
strictly analogous with this, viz. as meaning punishment, misery, suf- 
fering. The very nature of the term implies this. That the word 
ϑανάτου is figuratively, not literally employed here, is sufficiently 
plain from an inspection of the catalogue of vices which the apostle 
had just named. Surely he does not mean to say, that all of these 
deserved capital punishment from the civil magistrate, in the literal 
sense; and that this was a case so plain, that the heathen themselves 
clearly recognized it. 

A certain degree of vitiosity is manifested, by the commission of 
crimes or the practice of wickedness; in some cases a very high 
degree. But still, in many cases crimes are the result of a sudden 
impetus of passion and temptation, in the midst of which men aban- 
don reflection. It requires therefore, in the main, a higher degree of 
depravity coolly to applaud and deliberately to justify and encourage 
wickedness already committed or to be committed, than it does to 
commit it in the moment of excitement. Hence the apostle considers 
this as the very climax of all the charges which he had to bring 
against the heathen, that they not only plunged into acts of wicked- 
ness, but had given their more deliberate approbation to such doings. 
Οὐ μόνον .... πράσσουσι, not only do the same things, but even 
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commend those who do them. It is often the case, that wicked men, 
whose consciences have been enlightened; speak reproachfully of 
others who practise such vices as they themselves indulge in. Few 
profligate parents, for example, are willing that their children should 
sustain the same character with themselves. But when we find, as 
in some cases we may-do, such parents encouraging and applauding 
their children in acts of wickedness, we justly consider it as evidence 
of the very highest kind of depravity. 











It is of such depravity as this, that the apostle accuses the heathen. 
And justly ; for even their philosophers and the best educated among 
them, stood chargeable with such an accusation. For example; both 
the Epicureans and the Stoics allowed and defended παιδεραστία 
and incest, numbering these horrid crimes among the advagooe, 
things indifferent. Aristotle and Cicero justify revenge. Aristotle 
(Polit. I. 8) represents war upon barbarous nations, to be nothing 
more than a species of hunting, and altogether justifiable. The same 
writer justifies forcible abortion, Polit. VII. 16. Other philosophers 
represent virtue and vice as the mere creatures of statute and arbi- 
trary custom ; or (to use the words of Justin) they maintain, μηδὲν 
εἶναι ἀρετὴν μηδὲ κακίαν, δόξῃ δὲ μόνον τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἢ ἀγαϑὰ 
ἢ κακὰ ταῦτα γε εἶσθαι, that there is nothing either virtuous or vi- 
cious, but that things are made good or evil merely by the force of 
opinion. 

This is sufficient to justify the declaration of the apostle; for if 
philosophers thought and reasoned thus, what must the common peo- 
ple have done, who were more exclusively led by their appetites and 
passions? The picture is indeed a dreadful one; it is truly revolting 
in every sense of the word. But that it is just, nay, that it actually 
comes short of the real state of things, particularly on the score of 
impurity and cruelty, there cannot be the least doubt in any man, 
who is acquainted with the ancient state of the heathen world, and of 
Rome in particular. Poets, philosophers, and historians, have con- 
firmed the words of Paul; and the relics of ancient cities in Italy, (in 
pictures, carvings, statues, etc.)—cities destroyed near the time when 
the apostle lived, bear most ample testimony to what he has said of 
their lasciviousness and shameless profligacy. One has only to add, 
with the deepest distress, that in many of the great cities of countries 
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called Christian, there is fearful reason to believe, that there are 
abominations practised in various respects, which even exceed any 
inventions of heathen depravity. How often is one obliged to ex- 
claim, with the apostle, παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ Seog! The evidence 
of this lies in more than beastly degradation. 

It has frequently been asked, whether the apostle intended here 
to draw a picture of the philosophers and sophists, or only of the 
common people; whether he meant to say that all the heathen were 
guilty of the vices which he names, or only a part of them, etc. 
The answer to these questions has in part been given above; and 
as to the rest, it seems not to be difficult. It is sufficiently plain, I 
trust, from the very nature of the case, as has been already stated, 
that Paul does not mean to assert of every individual among the hea- 
then, that he stood chargeable with each and every crime here speci- 
fied. This is impossible. He means only to say, that these and the 
like vices (for surely they were guilty of many others), were notori- 
ous and common among the heathen; and that every individual ca- 
pable of sinning, philosophers and common people, stood chargeable, 
in a greater or less degree, with some of them. In this way he makes 
out a part of his main proposition, viz. that all men are under 
sin; consequently, that all are in a lost condition or in a state of con- 
demnation. These declarations being established, it follows of course, 
that all men need a Saviour, and can be delivered from the curse of 
the divine law, only by means of atoning blood which procures gratu- 
itous pardon for them. 

That the apostle has been here describing the heathen, is clear 
from vs. 20-23, where all that is said applies in its proper force only 
to them. 

That the heathen had a moral sense, is clear from Rom. 2: 14, 15. 
One may even suppose it to be probable that some of them did, to a 
certain extent, obey this internal law; at least, we may well suppose 
that they could obey it. This seems to be implied in Rom. 2: 26, 
and perhaps in Acts 10: 35. It is on this basis, that the apostle 
grounds his charge of guilt against them. They knew, at least they 
might have known, that what they did was against the law of nature, 
against their consciences, against their internal persuasion with re- 
spect to right and wrong. Consequently they were verily guilty in 
the sight of God; not for transgressing the precepts of a revelation 
_ hever made known to them, but for violating a law that was within 
them, and shutting their eyes against the testimony of the natural 
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world. Most clearly and fully does the apostle recognize and teach 
all this, Rom. 2: 12—16, 26,27. No one, therefore, can accuse God 
of injustice, because he blames and condemns the heathen; for he 
makes the law which was known to them the measure of their blame 
and condemnation (Rom. 2: 12, seq.), and not a revelation with 
which they were not acquainted. 

When this subject, therefore, is contemplated in its full and 
proper light, it becomes clear, that neither the accusations of the 
apostle, nor the deductions which he makes from them, are sub- 
ject to any just exception. Thus far his argument is good, and 
conclusive. It is clear that the Gentiles need a Saviour; it is equally 
clear that they need gratuitous justification, and that they must perish 
without such a provision for them. It remains then to be seen, 
whether the same things can be established with respect to the Jews. 

On the method of establishing the declaration which the apostle 
makes concerning the depravity of the Gentiles, it may be proper 
here to add a single remark. He goes into no formal argument. 
In the passage which we have been considering, he does not. even 
appeal, (as he sometimes does, Tit. 1: 12), to the testimony of their 
own writers. The ground of this must be, that the facts were plain, 
palpable; well known, and acknowledged by all. To mention them 
merely, was to establish his allegation; the appeal being made to the 
certain knowledge of every reader. In particular, he was well as- 
sured that the Jewish part of his readers would call in question none 
of the allegations, which he made in relation to the vices of the 
Gentiles. There was no need, therefore, of any more formal proof, 
on the present occasion. A plain statement of the case was sufficient. 
We shall see that the writer occupies more time, and makes greater 
effort, to confirm his declarations respecting the Jews. 


CHAP. II. 1—29. 


The apostle, having thus concluded his short but very significant view of 
the heathen world, now turns to address his own nation, the Jews, in order to 
shew them that they stood in need of the mercy proffered by the gospel, as 
really and as much as the Gentiles. But this he does not proceed to do at 
once, and by direct address. He first prepares the way by illustrating and enforc- 
ing the general proposition, that all who have a knowledge of what is right, 
and approve of it, but yet sin against it, are guilty ; and as really so as those who 
are so blinded as not to see the loveliness and excellence of virtue, and who at 
the same time transgress its precepts. This he does in vs. 1—10; in which 
although he had the Jews constantly in mind, he still advances only genera 
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propositions, applicable in common to them and to others; thus preparing the 
way, with great skill and judgment, for a more effectual charge to be made 
specifically against the Jews, in the sequel of his discourse. Such a view of his 
discourse will render easy the solution of the agitated question: Whom does 
Paul address in vs. 1—8? Le Clere supposes that he addresses the heathen 
philosophers; but Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, and others, that he ad- 
dresses heathen magistrates. It seems quite plain, at least to my mind, that 
he directly addresses neither the one or the other of these here, nor any other 
particular class of men; but that he employs general propositions only, in the 
verses before us; and this, merely for the sake of preparing the way to con- 
vince the Jews, and to shew that they too, as well as the Gentiles, are in a 
state of condemnation. In v.11 he first commences the direct attack (if so it 
ri be called) upon the Jews, and continues it, more or less directly, to chap. 
:.10. 

The words of Turretin (Expos. Epist. Pauli ad Rom. in cap. II.) are so 
much to my purpose, that I cannot forbear quoting them. ‘ Postquam osten- 
disset apostolus epistole sue capite primo, Gentes ex propriis operibus justifi- 
cari non potuisse, eo quod deploratissimus eorum status esset; idem jam 
Judwis capite II. demonstrare aggreditur. Verum id facit dextre nec mediocri 
solertia, statim ne nominatis quidem Judwis, positisque generalibus principiis, 
quorum veritatem et equitatem negare non poterant; quo facto, sensim 
eorum mentionem injicit; tandemque directe eos compellat, vividaque et 
pathetica oratione eorum conscientiam pungit, facitque ut de propriis peccatis 
volentes nolentes convincantur. Kt in his quidem omnibus, deprimit super- 
cilium Judworum, qui ceteras gentes summo contemptu habebant, iisque se 
longe meliores et Deo acceptiores gloriabantur. At vero, non negatis 
Judzorum ad cognitionem quod adtinet prerogativis, ostendit eos, ad mores 
quod spectat, que pars est religionis longe precipua, Gentibus haud quaquam 
meliores fuisse, proindeque Dei judicio et damnationi haud minus obnoxios 

fore.” 

So far as the contents of the present chapter then are concerned, we have, 
in vs. 1—8, the general considerations already named ; in vs. 9—16, the apostle 
shews that the Jews must be accountable to God, as really and truly, for the 
manner in which they treat the precepts contained in the Scriptures, as the 
heathen are for the manner in which they demean themselves with respect to 
the law of nature; and that each must be judged, at last, according to the 
means of grace and improvement which he has enjoyed. 

In vs. 17—29, he advances still farther, and makes a direct reference to the 
Jew alone. He shews here, that those who sin against higher degrees of 
knowledge imparted by revelation, must be more guilty than those who have 
offended merely against the laws of nature; i. e. he plainly teaches the doc- 
trine, that guilt is proportioned to the light and love that have been manifested, 
and yet been abused. The very precedence in knowledge, of which the Jews 
were so proud and so prone to boast, the apostle declares to be a ground of 
greater condemnation, in case those who possessed it sinned against it; a doc- 
trine consonant as truly with reason and conscience, as it is with the declara- 
tions of the Scriptures ; compare John 3: 19, 15: 22—24. 9: 41. 


(1) Aco... . κρίνων, therefore thou art without excuse, O man, 
tvery one that condemneth, or whosoever thou art that condemnest.— 
Ato here has been made the subject of much discussion. The point 
of difficulty respecting it is, to shew how it stands connected as an 
illative particle, with the preceding discourse. As it is made up of 
διά and 6, we cannot avoid the conclusion that the word is, in its own 
proper nature, i/ative. To my own mind, the connection appears to 
be thus: ‘Since it will be conceded, that those who know the ordi- 
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nances of God against such vices as have been named, and still prac- 
tise them, and applaud others for doing so, are worthy of punishment ; 
it follows (διό, therefore), that all who are so enlightened as to disap- 
prove of such crimes, and who still commit them, are even yet more 
worthy of punishment.’ The apostle here takes the ground, that 
those who were so enlightened and instructed by revelation, as to 
condemn the vices in question, would of course sin against motives 
of a higher kind than those which the heathen enjoyed who were 
possessed of less light. It must be conceded, indeed, that ovvevdo- 
κοῦσε in 1: 32 is designed to aggravate the description of the guilt 
which the heathen incurred, (and in fact it does so); yet it will not 
follow, that the sin of these heathen would not have been still greater, 
had they enjoyed such light from revelation, as would have led them 
fully to condemn those very sins in their own consciences, while they 
yet practised them. The main point in the discourse here, seems to 
stand connected principally with the greater or less light as to duty. 
The heathen with less light, went so far in vice as even to approve 
and applaud it, as well as to practise it; the Jew with more light, 
was led irresistibly as it were to condemn such sins, but with all this 
light, and against all the remonstrances of his conscience, he violated 
the same precepts which the heathen violated. Now what the apos- 
tle would say, is, that he who sins while he possesses light enough to 
condemn the vice which he practises, is really and truly guilty, as 
well as he who sins while approving it. He takes it for granted that 
his readers will concede the point which he has asserted respecting 
the guilt of the heathen; hence he draws the inference (dco), that on 
the like grounds they must condemn every one, who, like the Jew, 
sins against the voice of his conscience and against his better 
knowledge. i 

In like manner Flatt (Comm. wber ἃ. Romer) makes out the 
connection of διό here: “co, because thou knowest τὸ δικαίωμα 
τοῦ ϑεοῦ" because thou knowest, that according to the divine deci- 
sion they are worthy of punishment who practise such vices; because 
thou thyself dost acknowledge this δικαίωμα ϑεοῦ" so thou canst not» 
excuse thyself for committing the like sins.” 

As to πᾶς 0 κρίνων, the proposition made by it is indeed general; 
but this is plainly a matter of intention on the part of the writer. He 
means to include the Jews in it; but at the same time, he commences 
his remarks on them in this general way, for the very purpose of 
approaching gradually and in an inoffensive manner, the ultimate 
point which he has in view. 
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‘Evy ᾧ yao.... κατακρίνεις, for in respect to the same thing 
[which] thou οὐδεν in another, thou passest sentence of condem- 
nation upon thyself; or, in condemning another, thou passest sentence 
on thyself.— Lv ᾧς in respect to, with reference to; it may be translat- 
ed, because that, inasmuch as, like the Hebrew WWR2. The latter 
method would represent the apostle as saying: ‘For the very act of 
condemning another, is passing sentence upon thyself.’ I prefer the 
former method, which represents him as saying: ‘Thou who con- 
demnest, dost pass sentence on thyself in respect to the very point 
which is the subject of condemnation ;’ i. 6. thou who condemnest the 
practice of the vices just named, dost thyself practise the very same 
vices, and so dost come under thine own condemnation. ‘That _ 
κρίνω has oftentimes the same sense as χαταχρίνο), every good lexi- 
con will shew. Such is clearly the case here; compare Matt. 7: 1. 
Luke 6: 37. Rom. 14: 3, 4, 10, 13, 22. 1 Cor. 4: 5. Col. 2: 16. 

The γάρ in this clause is yag illustrantis vel confirmantis ; for 
the sentiments which follow are designed to show, that πᾶς ὁ κρίνων 
is inexcusable, inasmuch as he stands chargeable himself with the very 
crimes which he censures in others. 

Τὰ yoo... .0 κρίνων, since thou who condemnest, doest the same 
things. ‘The apostle asserts this, and leaves it to the conscience of 
his readers to bear witness to the truth of it, and to make the applica- 
tion. He has not yet named the Jews; and therefore the charge is 
only implied, not expressed. As in the case where the woman taken’ 
in adultery was brought before the Saviour, and he said to her ac- 
cusers: ‘ He that is without sin, let him cast the first stone,” and they 
all withdrew because of conscious guilt; so here, the apostle says : 
‘ Every one who condemns the heathen for the crimes specified, [he 
was well aware that the Jews did this with a loud voice], condemns 
himself, because he is guilty of the like vices.’ How is this shown? 
Not by any arguments or testimonies; for Paul knew that these were 
unnecessary. He knew that the consciences of his readers would at 
once bear witness to the truth of his allegations. Therefore he leaves 
it to their consciences. But still, external testimony to the facts 
alleged is not wanting. That the Jews of this period were grossly 
corrupt, is certain from the accusations which Jesus so often brought 
against them, as recorded in the Gospels. We may make the appeal 
to Josephus sais and in particular to the description which he ave 
oft erod and his courtiers. 

_ The yao in the present clause is also inserted, because this 
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clause is designed to confirm the preceding one, and to show how he 
who judged did condemn himself. , 

(2) Οἴδαμεν δὲ... πράσσοντας, now we know that the judgment 
of God is according to truth, against those who do such things. Κρίμα 
ϑεοῦ means, sentence of condemnation on the part of God, ϑεοῦ being 
Genitivus auctoris—Kata ἀληϑειίαν may be construed in various 
ways; viz. (1) It may be taken (as usual in the classics) for truly, 

verily ; i. 6. just in the same sense as ὄντως, ἀληϑῶς. This would 
make a good sense in our verse; but not the best. (2) It may mean 
the same as κατὰ δικαιοσύνην, agreeably to justice, inasmuch as ἀλή-- 
@eva often means vera religionis doctrina, vera atque salutaris doctri- 
na, etc. So Beza, Tholuck, and others. (3) A better sense still seems 
to be, agreeably to the real state of things, in accordance with truth 
as it respects the real character sustained by each individual. The 
sentiment then is: ‘Think not to escape the judgment of God, thou 
who condemnest the vices of the heathen, and yet dost thyself prac- 
tise them ; whatever thy claims to the divine favour on account of thy 
birth or thy spiritual advantages may be, remember that the judgment 
of God will be according to the true state of the case, according to 
the real character which thou dost sustain.’ I prefer this method of 
interpretation, as it renders the verse more significant, while the usws 
loquendi is fully retained. 

Te τοιαῦτα, such things, viz. such as he had just been mention- 
ing. Observe that the apostle does not accuse the πᾶς ὁ χρίνων 
here of the very same things in all respects, (as αὐτὰ in the preceding 
verse might at first view appear to intimate); but he speaks of him 
who condemns, as doing τὰ τοιαῦτα. Nor is it to be understood by 
this, that every individual among the Jews, or even that any one, was 
chargeable with each and every vice which he had named. Enough 
that any one or more of these vices might be justly charged on all. 
And even if it could be said, that there might be individuals who 
gave no external proofs to men that they were guilty of any of these 
vices; there certainly were none who were not more or less guilty, in 
the sense in which our Saviour declares in his Sermon on the Mount 
that men may be guilty of murder and adultery, i. e. spzritually, inter- 
nally, mentally. 

(3) Aoyity d2.... ϑεοῦ, dost thou think, then, O man, who con- 
demnest those that do such things, and doest the very same things, that 
thou shalt escape the judgment of God? Aé, says Flatt, appears to 

stand for οὖν" but why, he has not shewn. Bretschneider has better 
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explained it, in his lexicon: “ 4é .... addit vim interrogationi.” 
This is exactly the case here. It seems to me, that the apostle does 
not mean to say, therefore, etc.; and accordingly, I do not take 
v. 3d to be properly ilative. The nearest translation which we can 
give in English, is then used as an intensive; which is a common 
use of it in such a connection as that before us, i. e. addit vim inter- 
rogationt. 

The point in the verse appears to be as follows: ‘Thou, who 
condemnest others for vicious indulgences and still dost thyself prac- 
tise the same, dost thou suppose, that while they cannot escape thy 
condemning sentence, thou canst escape the sentence of him who is 
of purer eyes than to behold iniquity? Well has Chrysostom para- 
phrased it: τὸ σὸν οὐκ ἐξέφυγες κρίμα, καὶ τὸ τοῦ ϑεοῦ διαφεύξη; 
thou hast not escaped thine own condemnation; and shalt thou escape 
that of God? 

(4) "Hf τοῦ... . καταφρονεῖς, or dost thou despise his abounding 
goodness, and forbearance, and long-suffering? The word πλοῦτος 
is often employed by Paul, in order to designate abundance, copious- 
ness; 6. σ. Eph. 1: 7. 2:7. 1:18. 3:16. Rom. 9: 23. 11: 33, et 
alibi. The Seventy frequently employ it to translate ]472 and 531. 
Here πλούτου supplies the place of an adjective, and means abundant 
or abounding ; comp. Heb. Gramm. § 440. ὁ. 

Xonororyros, kindness, benignity. "Avoyns, literally holding in, 
i. e. checking or restraining indignation, forbearing to manifest dis- 
pleasure against sin— MaxooSvumias, longanimitas, D"DX πὰ, slow- 
ness to anger, forbearance to punish. Both words (ἀνοχῆς and 
μακροϑυμίας) are here of nearly the same import, and serve, as 
synonymes thus placed usually do, to give intensity to the expression. 
The meaning is, as if the apostle had said: ‘ Despisest thou his 
abounding kindness, and distinguished forbearance to, punish 7᾽ 

Karagoovéw means to treat with contempt, either by word or by 
deed. The apostle means to say here, that all the distinguished 
goodness which the ὁ xgiywy enjoyed, in consequence of his superior 
light, was practically neglected and contemned by him, inasmuch as 
he plunged into the same vices which the ignorant heathen practised. 

Ayvowy .... ἄγει, not acknowledging that the goodness of God 
leadeth thee to repentance. °Ayvowv in the sense of not recognizing 
or acknowledging. Γινώσκω and the Hebrew 55 often mean, to 
recognize, to acknowledge; as may be seen in the lexicons—7o 
χρηστόν, i. 4. χρηστότης, by a common usage of -. ὦ tongt 
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compare τὸ γνωστον in 1: 19.---" Ayev, leads; but as verbs often de- 
signate a tendency towards the action which they usually designate, 
as well as the specific action itself, so here the tendency or fitness to 
accomplish the end is designated; compare John 5: 21, ἐγείρει, has 
the power or faculty to raise up; ζωοποιεῖ, has the power of giving 
life; Rom. 1: 21, γνόντες, having opportunity to know. 'The senti- 
ment is, that the goodness of God which the ὁ κρίνων enjoys in a 
peculiar manner, is intended to teach him gratitude for his blessings, 
and of course sorrow (uéravocay) for his offences in respect to that 
course of conduct which such a principle would dictate. Let the 
reader compare, for the sake of deeply impressing on his mind so 
important and striking a sentiment, the passages in 2 Pet. 9: 9. Ezek. 
18: 23, 32. 33: 11. 

(5) Kara dé... . καρδίαν, but according to thine obstinacy and 
impenitent heart, or according to thy hard and impenitent heart. Aé 
naturally connects sentences or clauses which are more or less anti- 
thetic. Verse 5 expresses antithesis to the acknowledging of the good- 
ness of God, etc.; which the offender is bound to do, but he takes a 
contrary course. «Σχληρότης means insensibility, of heart or mind, a ᾿ 
state in which one is not duly affected by considerations presented to 
his mind.— “μετανόητον καρδίαν means a heart not so affected as 
to sorrow for sin, by the goodness of God which is designed to pro- 
duce such an effect. It is by such spiritual insensibility or stupidity, ἡ 
that the sinner is aggravating his condemnation ; so the next clause. 

Θησαυρίξεις «.«. τοῦ Gso0,-thou art treasuring up for thyself 
wrath in the day of wrath, when the righteous judgment of G'od shall 
be revealed. Θησαυρίζεις, to treasure up, i. 6. to lay up in store, to 
accumulate, to increase.—2eavzw, for thyself, Dativus incommodi 
(as grammarians say); compare Rom. 13: 2. Matt. 23: 31.— Ooyny, 
wrath, includes also the punishment which is the natural consequence 
of wrath. A day of punishment is called, in the Old Testament, 03° 
NWI, Dey DY, Ais AN OF, 1. 6. a day when the displeasure of © 
Jehovah is manifested. 

"Ev ἡμέρᾳ ὀργῆς, i.e. ὀργὴν [τὴν ἐσομένην] ἔν ἡμέρᾳ ὀργῆς, 
indignation that will be shewn or executed in the day of indignation 
or punishment.—Kel ἀποκαλύψεως καὶ δικαιοκρισίας may be taken 
as a Hendiadys, and rendered of revealed righteous judgment. The 
meaning is: ‘ When God’s righteous judgment shall be revealed, i. e. 
in the great day of judgment.’ Griesbach omits the second καί" 


‘hich makes the reading more facile. 
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(6) “Os ἀποδώσει... .. αὐτοῦ, who will render to every man ac- 
cording to his works; i. e. who will make retribution to every man, 
according to the tenor of his conduct. The sequel shews what 
distinction the supreme Judge will make, between men of different 
characters.— Hoya means here, as often elsewhere, all the develope- 
ments which a man makes of himself, whether by outward or inward 
actions; compare John 6: 27. Rev. 14: 13. 22:12. The word 
is, indeed, more commonly used to designate something done exter- 
nally; but it is by no means confined to this sense. Thus ἔργα 
νόμου means, any works which the law demands; ἔργα ϑεοῦ rheans, 
such works as God requires; and in cases of this nature it will not 
be said, I trust, that God and his law do not require any thing but 
external works. 

(7) Τοῖς μὲν... . αἰώνιον, to those who by patient continuance 
or perseverance in well doing, seek for glory and honour and immor- 
tality, or immortal glory and honour, [he will render] eternal life 
or happiness.— Ὑπομενήν means perseverance or patient continuance. 
— Kate, before the Accusative, frequently designates the modus in 
which any thing is done, or the state and condition in which it is; 
6. δ. κατὰ τάξιν, κατὰ ζῆλον, κατὰ γνῶσιν, etc.— Eoyou here has 
the epithet ἀγαθοῦ, in order to distinguish it from the generic ἔργα 
used in the preceding verse. ' . 

Aokav καὶ τιμὴν καὶ ἀφϑαρσίαν is cumulative or intensive; i. e. 
it expresses happiness or glory of the highest kind. We may trans- 
late the phrase thus: immortal glory and honour, making ἀφϑαρσίαν 
an adjective to the other nouns; or we may render it, glorious and 
honourable immortality, or honourable and immortal glory. I prefer 
the first. The idea is indeed substantially the same in all; but all do 
not seem equally congruous, as to the method of expression. The 
joining of τιμή and δόξα, in order to express intensity, is agreeable 
to a usage which is frequent in the New Testament; e. g. 1 Tim. 1: 
17. Heb. 2: 7,9. 2 Pet. 1:17. Apoc. 4:9, 11. So the Hebrew 
S371 Jin. 

The μέν at the beginning of the verse is the μὲν προτάσεως, i. 8. 
μὲν designating the protasis in a sentence; the am0dwovg here is v. 8, 
which commences with δέ apodotic, i. e. marking the apodosis, and 
standing as the counter-part of μέν in v. 7. ᾿ 
τς (8) Ζοῖς δὲ ἐξ ἐριϑείας, but to those who are contentious. ᾿Εκ 
(ἐξ) before the Genitive of a noun, is often employed as an adjective 
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Thus ὁ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ = οὐράνιος" ἡ ἐκ φύσεως, natural; τὸν ἐκ nio- 
τέως, credens; ὁ ἐξ ὑμῶν, yours; οἱ ἐκ περιτομῆς, the circumcised ; 
so the classical οἱ ἐκ στοᾶς, etc. The apostle means here to desig- 
nate those who contend against God, or rebel against him. The 
Seventy use ἐρεϑίζω in order to translate W772, Deut. 21: 20. 31: 
27. What it means, moreover, is explained in the next clause by 
ἀπειϑοῦσι. 

Kai ἀπειϑοῦσι..... ἀδικίᾳ, and are disobedient to the truth, but 
obedient to unrighteousness. Here (in a subordinate member of the 
apodosis of the sentence begun in verse 7) is a second μέν pro- 
tatic and δέ apodotic. The contrast of the two respective clauses 
in which they stand, is made very plain by emecOovoe and πειϑομέ- 
νος. "The exact expression of this μὲν and δέ, cannot be made out 
by any translation which the English language will permit. We 
have no words capable of designating such nice shades of relation as 
μὲν and δέ signify here, and in like cases; shades very plain and 
palpable, indeed, to the practised critic in Greek, but such an one is 

still left without the power of expressing them in his own vernacular 
language. I have not in this case attempted an exact translation, for 
the reason just mentioned. ‘The nearest to the original that I am able 
to come, is by the following version: And those who disobey indeed the 
truth, but obey unrighteousness. How imperfect an exhibition this is 
of the nicer colouring of the Greek expression, every one must 
feel who has “διὰ τὴν ἕξειν τὰ αἰσϑετήρια γεγυμνασμένα πρὸς 
διάκρισιν.» 

᾿ΑΔληϑείᾳ here means true doctrine. As the proposition of the 
apostle is general here, i. e. as it respects all, whether Jews or 
Gentiles, who disobey the precepts of religion and morality, so 
ἀληϑείᾳ must be taken in a latitude that embraces the truths of both 
natural and revealed religion. On the other hand adcxig means that 
which is unrighteous, that which the truth forbids, it being here (as 
in 1: 18) the antithesis of ἀληϑείᾳ. 

Ooi καὶ ϑύμος, indignation and wrath. Ammonius says, 
ϑύμος μέν ἔστι πρόσκαιρος, ὀργὴ δὲ πολυχρόνιος μνησικακία, i. 6. 
ϑύμος is of short duration, but ὀργή is a long-continued remembrance 
of evil. I apprehend, however, that in the case before us, the ex- 
pression is merely intensive ; which (as usual) is effected by the accu- 
mulation of synonymous terms. In respect to the construction of 
these nouns in the Nominative case, it is an evident departure from 


ie —" preceding verse, where ζωὴν aiaoy is in the 
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Accusative governed by ἀποδώσεν understood. Here ὀργὴ καὶ ϑύμος 
are the Nominative to ἔσονται implied. Such departures in the latter 
portion of a sentence, from a construction employed in the former 
part of it, grammarians call ἀνακόλυϑον" which means, that a con- 
struction begun, is not followed up or completed in the like manner. 

(9) Θλέψες καὶ στενοχωρία are words which correspond to θργῆὴ 
καὶ ϑύμος, and designate the effects of the latter. The meaning is, 
intense anguish, great suffering. It is evident, at first sight, that the 
9th verse is a repetition of the general sentiment contained in v. 8; 
while the 10th verse repeats the sentiment of v. 7. This repetition, 
however, is evidently introduced with the design of making a specific 
application, and of shewing definitely whom,the apostle means to 
include in what he had said. 

The construction in v. Sth is here followed; inasmuch as ἐσονταὶ 
is plainly implied after ϑλίψις καὶ στενοχωρία. These two words, 
used in the way of expressing intensity, are often joined by classic 
writers; and so in Hebrew we have MpAaxy TAS. 

"Eni πᾶσαν ψυχὴν ἀνθρώπου, [great distress shall be] upon 
every soul of man, i.e. upon every man. In Hebrew, the soul of the 
righteous, of the wicked, of the poor, of the rich, of the hungry, of the 
thirsty, etc., means the righteous, the wicked, etc. So here, the soul 
of man means man.— Jovdaiov ... . Exanvos, first of the Jew, and 
then of the Greek; i.e. the Jew, to whom a revelation has been 
imparted, shall be judged and punished first in order, because he 
sustains a peculiar relation to revealed truth which calls for this; 
compare 1: 16. Here the apostle comes out, and openly shews, that 
what he had been thus far saying only in general terms, is applicable 
to Jews as well as to Greeks. 

(10) Aoka δὲ... “λληνε, but glory and honour and peace to 
every one who doeth good, first to the Jew and then to the Greek. 
That is, both threatenings and rewards are held out to Jews and 
Greeks, in the same manner and on the same condition. With God 
there is no προσωποληιία. This verse isa repetition of v. 7, with the 
addition of “Jovdatov τὲ πρῶτον xai“EAAnvog. But here εἰρήνη is 
substituted for ἀφϑαρσίαν there. We might translate, but happiness 
glorious and honourable, etc. 'The meaning of the whole is plain. 
Intensity of description or affirmation is intended. 

(11) Ov yoo.... ϑεῷ, for with God there is no partiality, or 
no respect of persons. The Hebrew 5°22 NiD2 means, to deal par- 
tially, to look not at things but at persons, and pass santenne accord- 
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ingly. The phrases πρόσωπον λαμβάνειν or βλέπειν, and also προ- 
ownolnwic, are entirely Hebraistic in their origin ; the classic writers 
never employ them. The apostle here explicitly declares, that there 
is no difference in regard to the application of the general principle 
which he had laid down, the Jew as well as the Greek being the 
proper subject of it. The γάρ at the beginning of the verse is γάρ 
confirmantis. 

(12) A confirmation or explanation of what he had said in th 
preceding verse ; for if God judges every man according to the advan- 
tages which he has enjoyed, then there is no partiality in his pro- 
ceedings ; and that he does, the present verse explicitly declares. 

Ὅσοι yao... . ἀπολοῦνται, since as many as have sinned without 
a revelation, shall perish without a revelation. Νόμος, like the He- 
brew 4M, often means the Scriptures, the revealed law; 6. α. Matt. 
12: 5. 22: 36. Luke 10: 26. John 8: 5, 17. 1 Cor 14: 21. Gal. 3: 10. 
Matt. 5: 18. Luke 16: 17. John 7: 49, et alibi. Here most plainly it 
means the revealed law, revelation, or the Scriptures; for v. 15 asserts 
directly that the heathen were not destitute of all law, but only of an 
express revelation. The classical sense of ἀνόμως would be unlaw- 
fully, = παρανόμως. But plainly this meaning is here out of 
question. 

* Avoumg ἀπολοῦνται means, that when adjudged to be punished, 
they shall not be tried by the precepts of a revealed law, with which 
they have never been acquainted; but by the precepts of the law of 
nature, which were written on their own hearts; see v. 15. 

Kai doo..... κριϑήσονται, and so many as have sinned under 
revelation, will be condemned by revelation. Here νόμος is employed 
in the sense pointed out in the preceding paragraphs. “Fv véug—_ 
with ἐν conditionis, as we may call it; for ἐν is often put before nouns 
designating the state, condition, or relation of persons or things; see 
Bretschn. Lex. ἐν, No. 5. The sentiment is, that those who enjoyed 
the light of revelation (as the Jews had done), would be condemned 
. by the same revelation, in case they had been transgressors. 

- (18) This declaration is followed by another which is designed to 
illustrate and confirm it, and which is therefore introduced with 
another γάρ, (γάρ illustrantis et confirmantis). Οὐ yao... . δικαι- 
ὠϑήσονται, for not those who hear the law are just with God, but 
those who obey the law shall be justified ; i. e. not those to whom a 
revelation has been imparted, and who hear it read, are counted as 
righteous by ey Maker and Judge, but those who obey the law shall 
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be counted righteous. The apostle here speaks of of ἀκροαταὶ τοῦ 
νόμου, because the Jews were accustomed to hear the Scriptures read 
in public, but many of them did not individually possess copies of the 
sacred volume which they could read. The sentiment is: ‘Not 
those who merely enjoy the external privilege of a revelation have 
any just claim to divine approbation; it is only those who obey the 
precepts of such a revelation, who have any ground to expect this.’ 

(14) To this sentiment the apostle seems to have anticipated that 
objections would be made. He goes on to solve them, or rather to 
prevent them by anticipation. He had said, that the doers of the law 
would be justified. It was natural for the Jew to reply and say: 
‘The Gentiles have no revelation; and therefore this statement can- 
not be applied to them, or this supposition cannot be made in relation 
to them.’ The answer to this is, that the Gentiles have a law as 
really and truly as the Jews, although it is not written on parchment, 
but on the tablets of their hearts. Flatt refers vs. 14, 15 back to v. 
12, and thinks that ὅταν yao x. τ. 4. in v. 14 stands as co-ordinate 
with ov yoo %.t.4.in v.13. But Tholuck and Turretin construe 
the ὅταν γὰρ κ. τ. 4., as 1 have done. 

An objection to this has often been made, viz. that in this way we 
may represent the apostle as affirming, that there were some of the hea- 
then who did so obey the law as to be just before God. But this is a 
mistake. The apostle no more represents the heathen as actually 
attaining to this justification here, than he represents the Jew as attain- 
ing to it inv. 13. Surely he does not mean to say inv. 13, that there 
are any Jews who are actually ποιηταὶ τοῦ νόμου in the sense which 
he attaches to this phrase ; compare chap. 3: 19, 20, 23, 27, 30, 31. 
He is merely illustrating a principle, in both cases. The Jew ex- 
pected justification on account of his external advantages. ‘No,’ says 
the apostle, ‘ this is impossible ; nothing but entire obedience to the 
divine law will procure justification for you, so long as you stand 
merely on your own ground. And here the heathen may make the 
like claims. If you say that a heathen man has no law, because he 
has no revelation ; still I must insist that he is in as good a condition 
to attain justification, as you Jews are; for although he has no Scrip- 
ture, (and in this respect, no law), yet he has an internal revelation 
inscribed on his heart, which is a rule of life to him, and which, if 
perfectly obeyed, would confer justification on him, as well and as 
truly as entire obedience to the written law could confer it upon you. 

The principle is the same in both cases. You can claim no pre-emi- 
nence in this respect.’ 4 
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It is plain, then, that the apostle is only laying down or tllus- 
trating a principle here, Nov relating a historical fact ; and this 
being duly apprehended, all difficulty about the sentiment of the pas- 
sage is removed. Certainly there is no more difficulty in v. 14, than 
must arise in regard to the ποιηταὶ τοῦ νόμου οὖν. 13. The writer 
means to say neither more nor less, than that the Gentiles may have 
the same kind of claims to be justified before God as the Jews, (which 
of course has an important bearing on v. 11); but, as the sequel 
shews most fully, neither Jew nor Gentile has any claim at all, since 
both have violated the law under which they have lived. 

Φύσει... .. ποιῇ, do in their natural state such things as revela- 
tion requires. (Φύσις, in a classical sense, means the nature or 
natural state of a thing, the natural condition of any thing; just in 
the same way as we use the word nature, in our own language; e. g. 
the Greeks said, ὁ xara φύσιν ϑάνατος, natural death; ὁ κατὰ 
φύσιν πατήρ, natural father; φύσεν ἔχει γένεσϑαι, it naturally hap- 
pens, etc. Inthe verse before us, φύσει is equivalent to ta μὴ νόμον 
ἔχοντα" 1. 6. it means those who were acquainted with only the 
precepts of natural religion, and were destitute of a special revelation. 
In respect to the Dative case (φύσει), it is the common method to 
which ‘the Greeks have recourse, in order to express the state or 
condition of any thing; i. 6. Dativus conditionis. 

Oiroe.... éiov νόμος, these having no law, are a law unto them- 
selves. The construction is changed, when οὗτοι (masc. gender) is 
employed; which is constructio ad sensum, ἄνϑρωπον being under- 
stood. What is meant by ἑαυτοῖς εἰσν νόμος, is explained in the 
following verse. 

(15) Oitwes.... αὐτῶν, who show that the work which the law 
requires, is written upon their hearts. Οἵτενες refers to the Gentiles. 
—To ἔργον τοῦ νόμου, the work οὐ duty of the law, i. e. which the 
law demands. So, plainly, this much controverted passage should be 
rendered, if we compare it with other phrases of the like tenor; 68. g. 
1.Thess. 1:3, ἔργου τῆς πίστεως, work such as faith demands; 2 
Thess. 1: 11, ἔργον πίστεως, such work as faith requires; John 6: 
28, ‘What shall we do that we may perform ra ἔργα τοῦ ϑεοῦ, such 
works as God requires ; to which the answer is (v. 29), τὸ ἔργον τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ, the work which God requires, is, that ye should believe, etc. ;. 
John 9: 4, τὰ ἔργα τοῦ πέμψαντός me, works enjoined by him who 
sent me; 2 Tim. 4: 5, ἔργον εὐαγγελιστοῦ, duty which the evangelical 
office demands ; et sic alibi.. With these plain cases of usage before 
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us, there is no need of endeavouring to prove, (with Palairet, Wolf, 
Schleusner, and others), that ἔργον is here merely periphrastic, 
i.e. that ἔργον τοῦ νόμου means the same as νόμος, That such 
a usus loquendi is not unknown to the Greeks, may indeed be 
shewn ; 6. g. τὸ τῆς φιλοσοφίας ἔργον, ἔνιοί φασιν, ἀπὸ βαρβάρων 
ἄρξαι, philosophy (some say) took its rise from barbarians. The 
periphrastic use of χρῆμα and πράγμα, in this way, is well known. 
But it is wholly unnecessary to have resort to this, when the expres- 
sion ἔργον νόμου can be so easily explained without it. It means 
plainly, swch work or duty as the law requires. 

This, i. e. precept enjoining this, is written on the hearts or minds 
of the Gentiles. I@anzov is of course to be understood figuratively ; 
and the idea conveyed by the whole expression is, that the great pre- 
cepts of moral duty are deeply impressed on our moral nature, and 
co-exist with it, even when it is unenlightened by special revelation.— 
Kuodia, like the Hebrew 25, very often stands for mind as well as 
heart. Tounrov ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις is used as the antithesis of γραπ-- 
tov ἐν πλαξὶ λιϑίναις, which characterized the revealed law of 
Moses; 2 Cor. 3: 3. 

What was meant by the expression just considered, the apostle 
goes on to shew, by adding two epexegetical clauses. «Συμμαρτυ- 
ρούσης αὐτῶν τῆς συνειδήσεως, their conscience bearing witness, viz. 
τῷ αὐτῷ, to it, to the same ἔργον νόμου. That is, the evidence 
that what the law of God requires is inscribed on the minds of the 
heathen, is the testimony of their consciences to such moral precepts. 
Some understand συμμαρτυρούσης as meaning, that the conscience 
bears testimony in conjunction with the heart or mind. But I appre- 
hend this not to be the meaning of Paul. Compound verbs, like 
συμμαρτυρέω, not unfrequently have the same sense as the simple 
forms. So in respect to συμμαρτυρέω, an undoubted instance of 
such usage occurs in Rom. 9: 1. And in our text, written in their 
hearts or minds is explained by adding, the conscience bearing testi- 
mony, viz. to the precepts in question. This is the evidence that 
these precepts are engraved upon the minds of natural men. The 


apostle does not mean to say, that there are two testimonies, one of 


the mind, and another of the conscience; but that the conscience 
testifies to the fact which he had alleged in regard to the mind. 

The apostle now adds a second confirmation of the fact, that the 
demands of the moral law are inscribed on the heart of men in a state 
of nature; viz. καὶ μεταξὺ... . . ἀπολογουμένων, their thoughts alter- 
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nately accusing or excusing them. “Μεταξὺ ἀλλήλων, between each 
other, at mutual intervals, alternately, i. e. in succession, first one 
kind of thoughts, i. 6. approbation ; then another kind, i. 6. disappro- 
bation.— Aoyiouog means ratiocination, judgment, reflection. It 
designates a more deliberate act of the mind than a mere ἐνθύμημα 
or ἐνθύμησις.--- Κατηγορούντων, accusing, in case the actions were 
bad; ἀπολογουμένων, defending, in case they were good. After 
each of these participles, ἑαυτούς or ἄνϑρωπον is implied. 

The meaning of this clause is not, as has frequently been sup- 
posed, that one man blames or applauds another, or that men mutu- 
ally blame and applaud one another, (although the fact itself is true) ; 
but that in the thoughts or judgment of the same individual, appro- 
bation or condemnation exists, according to the tenor of the actions 
which pass in review before him. Thus the voice of conscience, 
which proceeds from a moral feeling of dislike or approbation, and the 
judgment of the mind when it examines the nature of actions, unite 
in testifying, that what the moral law of God requires, is impressed 
in some good measure on the hearts even of the heathen. 

Those commit a great mistake, then, who deny that men can 
have any sense of moral duty or obligation, without a knowledge of 
the Scriptures. The apostle’s argument, in order to convince the 
Gentiles of sin, rests on a basis entirely different from this. And if 
it be alleged, that in this way the necessity of a revelation is super- 
seded; I answer, not at all. The knowledge of some points of moral 
duty, or the power to acquire such knowledge, is one thing; a dispo- 
sition to obey the precepts of natural religion, is another. The latter 
can be affirmed of few indeed, among the heathen of any age or na- 
tion. Again; faculties adapted to discover the path of duty, are one 
thing; the use of them so as effectually to do this, is another. The 
former the apostle asserts; the latter he denies. And justly; for 
after all, what have the heathen done and said, which renders the 
gospel in any measure unnecessary? Little indeed ; in some respects 
we may say: Nothing. What authority had their precepts over 
them? And how was it with them as to doubts and difficulties about 
some of the plainest principles of morality? Their minds were 
blinded by their passions. Hence the voice within them was not 
listened to; but this does not prove that God left himself without 
sufficient witness among them. ἜΒΑ, apostle most plainly and fully 
asserts that he did not. 

17 
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(16) “Ev ἡμέρᾳ.... ἀνθρώπων, in the day when God shall judge 
the secret things of men. But with what must we connect ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ? 
Most commentators have said: ‘ With κρυϑήσονταυ in v. 12, making 
vs. 13, 14, 15, a parenthesis.’ So Grotius, Limborch, Wolf, Knapp, 
Griesbach, Winer, and others. This would then compare, as to 
construction, with Rom. 1:2—6. 5: 13—18, and many other passages 
in Paul’s epistles. 

Others, as Beza and Heumann, join ἐν ἡμέρᾳ with δικαιωϑή- 
oovrae at the end οὖν. 13, and make vs. 14, 15, a parenthesis. 

Bengel and Chr. Schmidt join ἐν ἡμέρᾳ with ἐνδείκνυνται in v. 
15, making the sentiment to be, that in the day of judgment it will 
appear manifest to all, that men’s consciences have testified in favour 
of the law of God, etc. 

Somewhat different in sense from this, is the exegesis of Jerome, 
Theodoret, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Gicumenius, Calvin, Erasmus, 
and others; viz. that ἐν ἡμέρᾳ stands connected immediately with 
the participles χατηγορούντων and ἀπολογουμένων" which makes 
the passage to mean, that in the judgment day, the consciences of the 
heathen will accuse them of all that Paul has charged upon them. 
Several of these commentators, however, think that Paul means only 
to say, that a fortiori their consciences will then accuse them; with- 
out meaning to say, that they do not accuse them in the present life. 

To this last interpretation Tholuck seems to accede. But I 
cannot accord with this exegesis, because the object of the writer, in 
vs. 13—15, seems plainly to be merely a justification or confirmation 
of what he had said in v. 12, viz. that the heathen who had no revela- 
tion, still had a Jaw which they were bound to obey, and by which 
they must be judged. How does Paul establish this? By an appeal 
to the fact that they have a conscience or a moral sense, and that 
they pass judgment of a moral nature upon their own actions. To 
say that this conscience and moral sense will be developed at the 
jadgment day, is saying what is not sufficiently apposite to his pur- 
pose. At the judgment-day, the heathen will be tried by what? By 
the law under which they were placed, and under which they acted, 
in the present life. What was this law? That of conscience or 
moral sense. Then the accusing and excusing, which are appealed 
to as evidence of this moral sense, are exercised in the present world ; 
i. 8. its exercise here must.of course be appealed to in order to sustain 
the apostle’s argument, by Pai he designs to establish their present 
guilt. 
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For these reasons I must accede to the prevailing opinion among 
critics, viz. that ἐν ἡμέρᾳ is either to be joined with κρεϑήσονται in 


v. 12, and that vs. 13—15 are a parenthetic explanation or confirma- 
tion of v.12; or (which I think preferable) make vs. 11—15 paren- 
thetic, and unite v. 16, ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κι τ. 4., with v. 11. 

Ta κρυπτὰ augments the force of the affirmation: ‘God will not 

only bring into judgment the external actions of men, but all their 
secret thoughts, desires, and affections.’ Tholuck understands it as 
referring to the secret judgment of the mind or conscience, mentioned 
in the preceding verse, and makes the sense to be, that God will 
bring into open judgment, all the secret judgments of the mind. But 
does this accord with the nature of the case? It is not the moral 
judgment of the mind, when it accords with the decisions of the 
divine law (as is here supposed), which the apostle means to represent 
as judged by God; for these are not matters of punishment, when 
they are correct; but it is the secret wickedness of men, as well as 
their open vices, that will make the final judgment a time of awful 
terror. That such a view of the subject is here intended, seems to 
' me quite plain; and so Turretin, Flatt, and most others. To the 
very same purpose Paul speaks in 1 Cor. 4; 5, where he represents 
the day of judgment as the time, when God will bring to light τὰ 
χρυτιτὰ TOU OxOTOVS.... καὶ τὰς βουλὰς τῶν καρδίων. 

Kara τὸ εὐαγγέλεὸν μου, according to the gospel which I preach; 
compare 2 Tim, 2:8. 1 Cor. 15: 1. Some have understood this of 
a written gospel of the apostle; but without any good critical or his- 
torical evidence. 

Ava ᾿]ησοῦ Χριστοῦ, by Jesus Christ. Compare Acts 17: 31. 
John 5: 27, 22. 17: 2. Acts 10: 42. 

By affirming that God will judge ta κρυπτὰ according to his 
gospel, Paul seems to intimate, that a judgment-day is not plainly 
revealed by the light of nature; or at least, that the extent of the sen- 
tence which will be passed at that time, is not understood by the 
heathen. Notions of reward and punishment, in some form or other, 
belong to almost all the systems of heathenism; but such explicit 
views of a judgment-day as the gospel gives, are no where else to be 
found. 

_ As the secrets of all hearts are to be revealed and judged, in the 
great day of trial, what but Omniscience is capable of passing sentence? 
To God alone is ascribed the power and prerogative of searching the 

“heart; see 1 Sam. 16: 7. 1 Chron. 28: 9. 29:17. Ps. 7:9. Jer. 11: 
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20. 17: 10. Rom. 8: 27. To Christ the same power is ascribed in 
Acts 1: 24, Rev. 2: 23, besides the present passage. How can the 
Supreme Judge of all the human race be less than omniscient? How 
can he do full and impartial justice, with any knowledge short of 
omniscience ? 

(17) The attentive reader cannot help observing the skill and 
address, which Paul exhibits in this chapter. His object is, to shew 
that his kinsmen the Jews are equally guilty with the Gentiles, or 
even more so; and consequently that salvation by grace is the only 
salvation which is possible for them. But knowing the proud and 
selfish feelings which the Jews possessed, in regard to this subject, he 
does not assail them at once, but gradually, and with great address. 
In vs. 1—8 of the present chapter, he discusses the subject on general 
grounds, bringing forward considerations applicable either to Jew or 
Gentile, but not once naming either. In vs. 9—16 he makes the 
application of these considerations to both, and shews why both are 
to be considered as transgressors of the divine law, the one having 
sinned against the revelation contained in the Scriptures, the other 
against that which the book of nature discloses. 

But he has not yet done with the subject. Guilt is proportioned 
to light and love abused. He ventures therefore, in the next place, to 
prefer a heavier charge against the Jews, than he had done against 
the Gentiles. He takes them on their own ground ; admitting, for 
the sake of argument, all the claims to pre-eminence which they were 
accustomed to advance; and then he shews that these only increase 
their guilt so much the more, in case of disobedience. 

Et 02 .... ἐπονομάζη, if now thou art surnamed Jew. The 
reading ἐδέ, (from which comes our English version behold), is found 
in very few manuscripts, and is of no good authority. The only. 
difficulty with εἰ δέ is, that it makes a πρώτασις, to which there 
seems, at first view, to be no corresponding ἀπόδωσις. However, 
this is not in reality the case; for vs. 21 seq. make in substance an 
apodosis. The relation between the two parts stands thus: ‘If now 
thou art called a Jew, etc., i. e. if thou dost in fact enjoy a high pre- 
eminence as to privileges, . . . . still thou dost transgress the very law 
which thou teachest, ‘and of which thou dost make thy boast.’ 

‘Jovdaios, a name of honour, much coveted by the Jews ; comp. 
Gal. 2:15. Phil. 3:5. Rev. 2: 9.—’Enovouaty, more formal and 
solemn than ovouety. It is appropriate also; inasmuch as ’/ovdaios 
is a surname, which may be added to the individual name of every 
Hebrew. : 
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‘Enavaenain τῷ νόμῳ, thou restest upon the law, or thou leanest 
upon the law. °‘Enavanadw corresponds to the Hebrew jew, to 
lean upon, to restore, to prop up one’s self by; see in the Sept. 2 K. 
7: 2,17, ἐπανεπαύετο τῇ χειρὶ αὐτοῦ. This verb is also used in the 
sense of adhering to; see 1 Macc. 8:12. Either meaning gives a 
good sense in the verse before us. I prefer the first, as being the 
more usual sense of the word, and altogether apposite. The Jew 
leaned upon the law, as defending his claims to precedence and to 
acceptance with God.— NVouw of course means here the Mosaic law, 
or the Jewish Scriptures. 
Kai.... ϑεῷ, and gloriest in God; i. 6. dost claim to thyself 
_ honour or glory, because Jehovah, the only living and true God, is 
thy God ; compare Deut. 4: 7. Ps. 147: 19, 20. 2 Sam. 7: 23. It was 
on this account, that the Jew felt himself so far elevated above the 
Gentile, that he disdained all comparison with him. As to the con- 
struction of καυχᾶσαν with ἐν and the Dative case, see Wahl on the 











word. 

(18) Kai.... διαφέροντα, and art acquainted with [his] will, 
and. canst distinguish things that differ. Γινώσκεις, knowest, art 
acquainted with, designates what the Jews were accustomed to say of 
themselves; or if viewed simply as a declaration of the apostle, the 
meaning is: ‘Thou hast the means of knowing, thou art instructed 
in” To ϑέλημα, his will; where almost all the commentators say 
that αὐτοῦ or tov ϑεοῦ is to be supplied after ϑέλημα. But this 
is unnecessary; for, as is well known, the article frequently has the 
sense of a pronoun; see Middleton on the Greek article, chap. I. ᾧ 3. 
E. g. Acts 17: 28, τοῦ yao γένος éouev, for we are of HIS γένος. 

“Ζοκιμάζεις may mean, either to distinguish, or to approve; the 
word having both these meanings in the New Testament and in the 
classics, So διαφέροντα may mean, things that differ, or things that 
excel; the usus loquendi in both senses being equally certain. Tho- 
luck explains the phrase as meaning: ‘Thou approvest the things 
which are excellent.’ I prefer the other sense, because the idea of 
knowledge or instruction is the one here intended to be urged; as is 
plain from the sequel. Such being ‘the case, to distinguish things 
that differ is more characteristic of this, than the other rendering, 
and therefore more appropriate. Things that differ, are virtue and 
vice, i. e. lawful and unlawful, praiseworthy and base things. 

Κατεχούμενος ἐκ τοῦ νόμου, being instructed by the law; 1. 6. 
being taught or enlightened by the Scriptures. 
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(19) Πέποιϑας τε... oxorer, and thou art confident that thou 
thyself art a guide of the blind, a light to those who are in darkness. 
This is figurative language, designed to shew, in a strong light, the 
claims to superiority over the Gentiles, which were made by the Jews. 
A guide to the blind signifies one who is an instructer by means of 
superior knowledge; i. e. an instructer of those who are in a state of 
gross ignorance, viz. the Gentiles; see Matt. 15: 14——-@®a¢ τῶν ἐν 
σχότει, the same idea ae the use of another figure. Compare Is. 49: 
6. Luke 2: 32. John 1: 8, 9, 4, 5, respecting the signification of the 
word light. _Xxorog here, as often elsewhere, designates a state of 





ignorance. 

(20) Παιδευτὴν .. .. νηπίων, an instructer of the ignorant, a 
teacher of little children. “Agowv means one who has not mental 
skill or consideration ; secondarily, an ignorant person.—-Nyniwy of 
course here means, children of such an age as that they may receive 
instruction. I have therefore rendered it ttle children, in preference 
to babes, which naturally designates those not sufficiently mature for 
instruction. 

"fyovra ....év τῷ νόμῳ, having the delineation of true know- 
ledge in the Scriptures. Moogwow may be used in a bad or good 
sense. Ina bad sense it occurs in 2 Tim. 3: 5, where the form (uog- 
φωσιν) of godliness is opposed to the power of it, i. e. hypocritical 
pretences to piety are opposed to the real exercise of it. But the verb 
poogow is used in a good sense, in Gal. 4: 19, ‘until Christ μορφωϑῇ 
be formed in you.’ The synonyme of μόρᾳ mous, viz. ὑποτύπωσις, is 
used in a good sense 2 Tim. 1: 13, ‘hold fast ὑποτύπωσις of sound 
doctrine,’ etc. Moggworg means form, external appearance; also 
delineation, sketch, i. 6. imitated form. I understand it in the good 
sense, i. e. as meaning delineation, in our verse, because the apostle 
is enumerating the supposed, or rather the acknowledged, advantages 
of the Jews. One of these was, that true knowledge, (in distinction 
from the philosophy falsely so called of the Greeks), was in their 
possession, or at least in their power. ; 

τῆς γνώσεως καὶ τῆς ἀληϑείας, of true knowledge; ἃ Hendiadys, 
in which the latter noun qualifies the former. The meaning of the 
whole is: ‘ Est tibi vera sapientia in lege adumbrata.’ 

(21) “O οὖν... .. διδάσκεις; dost thou, then, who teachest others, 
not instruct thyself? This forms the apodosis to the protasis which 
commenced with εἰ δὲ inv. 17. Argumentum ad hominem ; for it is 
as much as to say: ‘ Thou pridest thyself in thy superior knowledge, 
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and requirest all others to sit at thy feet in the humble capacity of 
learners; making these lofty professions, art thou thyself ignorant of 
what thou professest to know?’ The apostle implies by this, that 
many of the Jews were criminally ignorant. 

Ὃ unovoowr .... κλέπτειο; thou who proclaimest that [men] 
must not steal, dost thou steal? Dost thou practise the very vice, 
against which thou dost so loudly protest ? 

(22) Ὃ λέγων... -. μοιχεύεις; thou who forbiddest to commit 
adultery, dost thou commit adultery? A crime very common among 
the Jews; for even the Talmud accuses some of the most celebrated 
Rabbies of this vice. 

᾿ Ὃ βδελυσσόμενος .... ἱεροσυλεῖς; dost thou who abhorrest 
idols, commit robbery in sacred things? Since the Babylonish cap- 
tivity, the Jews have always expressed the greatest abhorrence of 
idolatry. But still, the real criminality of idolatry consists in taking 
from the only living and true God that which belongs to him, and 
bestowing it upon something which is worthless and vain. Now the 
Jews, who were prone to keep back tithes and offerings (Mal. 1: 8, 
12, 13, 14. 3:10. Mark 7: 11), by so doing robbed God of that 
which was due to him, notwithstanding they professed a great abhor- 
rence of this. I apprehend, however, that the word ἱεροσυλεῖς is 
here used in a wider extent than this interpretation simply considered 
would imply; viz. in the latitude of designating every kind of act 
which denies to God his sovereign honours and claims. 

The exegesis of this word, which assigns to it a literal sense, viz. 
that of committing sacrilege, i. 6. of robbing the temples of idols, and 
converting their riches to individual use, (contrary to the precept in 
Deut. 7: 25), is wanting in respect to a historical basis for its support. 
When and where were the Jews accustomed to act in this manner? 
Yet Chrysostom, Theophylact, Le Clerc, Koppe, and others, have 
defended this interpretation. 

(23) “Os év.... ἀτιμάζεις; thou, who gloriest in the law, by the 
transgression of the law dost thou dishonour God? For the construc- 
tion of καυχᾶσαι ἐν νόμῳ, see on v. 17. As God was the author of 
the law, or supreme legislator, so the transgression of it was a dishon- 
ouring of him, a contemning or setting light by his authority. For 
the form of καυχᾶσαν (second pers. sing. pres. Middle voice), see 
Buttmann’s Gramm. § 93. IIT. 1.2. Winer’s N. Test. Gramm. § 13. 
2.6; and comp. in Matt. 5. 36. 8: 2. Mark 1: 40. 9:22. Luke 16: 
25. 1 Cor. 4: 7. Rom. 11: 18, the like forms. The ending -cows for 
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the second person singular, is the ancient one, out of which the usual 
ending is made by contraction and dropping the o. 

(24) To yoo. . γέγραπται, for the name of God is blasphemed 
by you, or on your ΑΝ among the Gentiles; as it is written. Tao 
confirmantis—Av ὑμᾶς may mean, by you as authors or agents; like 
ζὼ διὰ τὸν πατέρα, vivo, Patre vite mee auctore, John. 6: 57. So 
ζήσεται Ov ἐμέ, ibid., et sic alibi; see Bretschn. Lex. διὰ, 11. 1. Av 
ὑμᾶς may also mean, on your account, i. e. you being the cause or 
ground of the blasphemy in question. The latter would, at first, 
seem to be the most probable meaning here; and this accords with 
the general usage of διά" yet the apostle appears to have had in his 
mind Ezek. 36: 23, where the charge is made against the Jews them- 
selves, of profaning God’s name among the Gentiles. ‘The passage 
in Is. 52: 5 does not seem apposite, (although this is usually referred 
to as the one which is here quoted) ; for in this last passage, the Jews 
are not represented as criminal; it is the heathen who blaspheme the 
name of Jehovah, (so I understand »N22 Yaw ὉΠ το 391), 
because he permitted the Jews to be led away captive. On the con- 
trary, in Ezek. 36: 23, the Jews themselves are guilty of the crime 
alleged. And the like sense is demanded in the verse before us. 

As to ἐν τοῖς ἔϑνεσι, it is merely circumstantial. It appears to 
be cited here, because it stands connected in the original Hebrew 
with the rest of the sentiment. The fact that the Jews themselves 
dishonour the name of God, is that which the apostle means to de- 








clare ; not where they do so, nor whom they may occasion to do so. 


The apostle does not cite the passage in order to prove (in the proper 
sense of this word) the allegation which he had made; but merely to 
illustrate and confirm it. It is as much as to say: ‘I bring no new 
charge against you; the same thing in substance was said, long ago, 
by one of your own prophets.’ 

(25) Περιτομὴ .... πράσσης, circumcision indeed is profitable, 
if thou dost obey the ἫΝ Mev here belongs to the protasis; the 
apodosis of which commences with ἐὰν δέ. Of yao we may say : 
Orationi continuande inservit ; but here the formula μὲν γάρ is con- 
cessive as well as continuative; it is as much as to say: ‘I grant, 
indeed, that there is some truth in what you allege, viz. that circum- 
cision is of advantage, or is a privilege.’ Περιτομή, circumcision, 


- includes the idea of being a member of the Jewish commonwealth, 


and entitled to all the external privileges of the same. The sign 
here stands for the thing signified. ‘I grant,’ says the apostle, ‘ that 
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the privileges attached to being a Jew are important, provided any 
one obeys the law by which the Jews are bound, so that he thereby 
becomes entitled to the blessings promised only to the obedient.’ 

"Eav δὲ... yévover, but if thou becomest a transgressor of the 
law, thy circumcision becomes uncircumcision; i. 6. if thou dost not 
obey the law, then the privileges to which thou art entitled as a Jew, 
will not save thee; thou wilt not be considered or treated as any 
better than an uncircumcised person, i. 6. ἃ Gentile or heathen man. 
In a word, not external privileges or pre-eminence, in themselves 
considered, but the use which is made of them, entitles any one to 
divine approbation or favour. 

How much the Jews attributed to circumcision, is strikingly illus- 
trated in a passage of the Talmud (Shemoth Rabba, sect. 19. fol. 
118): “Said Rabbi Berachias, When heretical, apostate, and impi- 
ous Jews say: ‘We cannot go down to hell because we are circum- 
cised ;’ what does the blessed God do? He sends his angel, et 
preputia eorum attrahit, ut ipsi preputiati [uncircumcised] in infer- 
num descendant.” 

(26) “Lav οὖν... .. φυλάσσῃ, if then the uncircumcised keep the 
precepts of the law. “Axoofvoria, abstract for concrete, as exhibited 
in the translation.— Aczacopoara, precepts, DOD. 

Οὐχὶ 7... λογισϑήσεται, shall not his uncircumcision be counted 
for circumcision? That is, shall not he, in a heathen state, be 
accepted as readily as a Jew who obeys in a state of circumcision ? 
In other words: Neither circumcision, nor the want of it, determines 
our deserts in the view of our Maker and Judge; but a spirit of filial 
obedience. “If ye love me, ye will keep my commandments.”—£v¢ 
περυτομήν is after the Hebrew analogy, which puts > before a noun 
designating that into which another thing has been changed, or 
which it has become, e. g. DWND ONT, be men, 1 Sam. 4:9; 
‘Jehovah made the rib Wd , a woman, Gun; 2: 22. 

(27) Kai κρινεῖ... .. τελοῦσα, yea, he who keeps the law in his 
natural uncircumcised ste} shall condemn. Kai affirmantis. °Ex 
φύσεως coming between the article and its following néun, takes of 
course the place of an adjective. Wuvovg plainly means here, what we 
call a state of nature, in distinction from a state in which a revelation 
is enjoyed. The apostle states here, and in the preceding verse, ὦ 
principle for illustration merely; he does not aver, that what he 
describes is matter of historical fact; for this would contradict the 
whole tenor and object of his reasoning in general, which is to shew 
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that all men without exception have sinned d therefore that all ithe 
out exception must be saved by grace through faith in Christ, and can 
be saved only in this way. The efforts to prove from such passages 
r+ as the present, that there have been heathen who kept the whole law 
of God, are surely fruitless. ‘The main argument of the apostle him- 
self falls to the ground, if this be once admitted. It seems quite plain, 
that the whole is merely a supposed ease; supposed for the sake of " 
illustrating a principle ; and in the process of argumentation, nothing 

is more common than this. 
ee Σὲ tov .... νόμου, [condemn] thee who art a transgressor of the 





law, athens enlightened by the Scr iptures, and a partaker of circum- 
cision. Διὰ γράμματος καὶ περιτομῆς, here coming between the 
article τὸν and its corresponding noun παραβάτην; evidently perform 
the office of adjectives qualifying παραβάτην. The διά here is διά 
conditionis vel statis, if 1 may so speak. Ava is not unfrequently 
placed before nouns which designate state or condition; e. g. Rom. 
» 4:11, those who believe 0c’ ἀκροβυστίας, in an uncircumcised state ; 
2 Cor. 2: 4, I have written this διὰ πολλῶν δακρύων, in a state of 
much weeping ; 2 Cor. 5: 10, that every one may réceive τὰ διὰ τοῦ 
σώματος, [according to] the things done in a bodily state; Heb. 9: 12. 
2 Pet. 1: 3. 1 John 5: 6; see Bretschn. Lex. δια, I. 2. c. The idea 
intended to be conveyed by the apostle, is quite plain; viz. ‘Ifa 
Gentile should do what the law requires, would not this shew that 
you are worthy of condemnation who transgress the law, although 
you enjoy the light of revelation and the privileges which a state of 
circumcision confers 7᾽ 
(28) Οὐ yao... ἔστεν, for heis not a Jew, who is one externally ; 
i. e. he who is descended from Abraham, is circumcised, and enjoys 
the privileges of a written revelation, is not a Jew in the important 
Ἷ and spiritual sense of this word; he is merely an external (not an 
internal) Jew. The grammatical construction completed without any 
ellipsis, would be, ὁ ἐν τῷ φανερῷ [ ovdaios], οὐκ Iovdaiog éorev. 
Οὐδὲ ἡ ἐν... .. περιτομή, nor is that which is external, [merely] 
in the flesh; circumcision; i.e. that is not circumcision in its high 
and true sense, which is merely external, which pertains merely to 
the flesh. The sentence filled out ΩΝ read thus: οὐδὲ ἡ ἐν τῷ 
φανερῷ. ἱπεριτομη)], ἐν σαρκὶ [περιτομη)], περιτομῇ [ἐστι], i. 6. true 
᾿ περιτομή. 
(29) "AAR ὁ dv... ᾿Ιουϑαῖος, but he who is a Jew in the hidden 
_ part, i.e. who is spiritually or internally a Jew, such an one only 
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deserves the appellation “Zo ουδαῖος. The clause filled out would 
stand thus: ἀλλ ὦ ἐν τῷ κρυπτῳ ᾿Δυδαῖος, ['/ovdaiog ἐστιν]; 
which latter clause the mipd of the writer supplied from the first part 
of v. 28. ° 
Kai περιτομὴ .... γράμματι, and the circumcision of the heart, 
a spiritual not a literal one, [is the true circumcision.] There is the 
same ellipsis here, as in the preceding clause, περιτομή ἐστιν being 
understood after οὐ yoouupare. The words πνεύματι οὐ γράμματι, 
CEcumenius, Grotius, and most interpreters construe as referring to 
the Holy Spirit and to the precepts of the law; i. e. circumcision of 
the heart wrought by the operation of the Holy Spirit, not by follow- 
ing merely the literal precepts of the law. The sense is good, and 
the doctrine true; but I apprehend that the writer here uses mvev- 
pare and γράμματι merely as adjectives or adverbs to characterize 
more graphically the περετομὴ καρδίας which he had just mentioned. 
Οὗ ὁ ἔπαινος... «. ϑεοῦ, whose praise is not of men, but of God; 
that is, the praise of the Jew, who is truly a Jew after the hidden or 
internal man, is not of men, but of God. “ Man looketh on the 
outward appearance, but God looketh on the heart.” The Jews 
considered it as a great privilege and a ground of high pre-eminence 
over others, that they were descended from Abraham, were circum- 
cised, arid were entrusted with the Scriptures. ‘All this,’ says the 
apostle, ‘does not entitle them, in the least degree, to the praise of 
God. The state of the heart, in the internal man, is what he con- 
siders ; and this alone is of any real moral value in his sight.’ ‘ You,’ 
says he, ‘ who are nothing more than ezternal Jews, are not Jews in 
the high and noble sense which will make you to be heirs of the 
grace of life or of the promises of God. You have, because of your 
external privileges, no pre-eminence over the heathen, on the score 
of moral accountability. All men, in regard to such an accountabil- 
ity, stand on a level; for each will be judged according to the law 
under which he acted; the Gentiles, by the law of nature ; the Jews, 
by revelation.’ 
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CHAP. III. 1—20. 


Nothing was more natural than for the Jew, who had conceived the most 
exalted notions of the advantages to which he was entitled from his external 
privileges, to feel strong objections to such a representation of the apostle, as 
reduced Jews and Gentiles to a level in a moral respect. It was to be expected 
that the Jew would indignantly ask, (and so the apostle represents him as 
asking): ‘Of what advantage then can Judaism be, provided you make a 
correct representation of the case?’ v. 1. To this the apostle replies in v. 2, 
stating that the benefit of more light was conferred by such a privilege. But 
the Jew, not satisfied with a claim to pre-eminence of this kind, further 
inquires, how the apostle’s views could be reconciled with God’s fidelity to 
the promises which he had made to the Jews, v. 3. The apostle replies, that 
this fidelity must not for a moment be called in question, but that we must 
adopt the sentiment of David (Ps. 51: 4) in regard to this, v. 4. The Jew, still 
dissatisfied, urges further questions, by which he intends to hedge up the 
apostle’s way : ‘If the sins of the Jewish nation serve to render more conspic- 
uous the justice of God, is it not unjust that he should punish us?’ v.5. Not 
at all, replies the apostle; for on the same ground you might object to the 
truth, that God will judge the world, and of course punish the wicked; for 
his justice will in this be displayed in such a way as to redound to his glory, 
v.6. The Jew, still dissatisfied, asks: ‘If God’s faithfulness becomes more 
conspicuous by my unfaithfulness, why should I be condemned?’ ν. 7. To 
this the apostle replies, that he might just as well say : ‘ Let us do evil that good 
may come ;’ which in fact some did charge him with saying, but they deserved 
condemnation for so doing, v. 8. 
The Jew again asks, with evident disappointment: ‘ How then have we 
Jews any pre-eminence over the Gentiles?’ To which the apostle replies: 
You have none, in respect to the matter that I am discussing. Al] are sinners. 
_ Your own Scriptures do abundantly bear testimony that your nation are 
transgressors, as well as the heathen. Prophets of different ages have borne 
testimony to this point ; and testimony which conveys charges of the most 
aggravated nature, vs. 10—18. Now as what is thus said in the Scriptures 
was plainly said concerning the Jews, it follows, that your own sacred books 

, bear testimony to the same doctrine which I affirm to be true. Consequently 
the whole world, Jews and Gentiles, are guilty before God, v.19. It follows 
from this, that salvation in any other way than by gratuitous pardon through 
Christ, is altogether impossible, v. 20. 


(1) Tiotvv.... Jovdaiov; what advantage then hath the Jew? 
or, what pre-eminence hath the Jew ?—Ovv, then, is very often joined 
with zi in interrogatives. It signifies as much as to say: ‘ Allowing 
what you affirm, then how can this or that take place; or, how can it 
be so or so?’ etc.—ITeguooor signifies that which exceeds or abounds, 

precedence, prestantia. Sentiment: ‘If what you say be true, then 
Poe is the Jew in any better condition than the Gentile, or what pre- 
eminence has he over him?’ 

eas ᾧ ἢ .. περιτομῆς, or what is the advantage of circumcision, 

~~ or what is the use of circumcision? That is, if the Jew is subject to 
the same condemning sentence as the Gentile, of what use is the rite 
of circumcision, and the relation in which it places him to the people 
of God? 
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(2) πολὺ οἱ .:. τού much [advantage] in many respects, or 
in every respect. Rendered im this latter way, πάντα would refer of 
course to something in the preceding context; and every respect 
would mean, every one already touched upon, 6. g. in 2: 17—23. 
Literally interpreted, πάντα must mean in all respects. But the real 
sense of the phrase here is better given by the translation, 7m various 
or many respects, in a variety of ways. 

Πρῶτον μὲν yoo.... sou, the principal one however, is, that 
they were entrusted with the oracles of God. Beza renders πρώτον, 
primarium illud est quod. But Tholuck takes the μέν which follows 
πρῶτον, to be the μέν of a protasis, to which indeed no apodosis suc- 
ceeds. He says, that ‘it agrees well with the fire of Paul’s mind, to 
regard him as having forgotten what was to follow, or to have con- 
sidered the jirst thing here suggested as adequate to his purpose, 
without suggesting any more.’ But I must at least feel greater neces- 
sity than I see here, before I can adopt such a solution. Πρώτον 
clearly means, in some cases, tmprimis, maxime omniwn, particularly, 
specially, most of all; 6. g. Matt. 6: 33. Luke 12: 1. 2 Pet. 1: 20. 3: 
3. 1 Tim. 2: 1. In these cases, it does not signify first in such a 
sense as implies a second in order, but first as most eminent, or as 
the most important thing; like the Hebrew DWN, 6. g. DWAR 
5.42, the most distinguished of nations, Num. 24: 20. Amos 6: 6. 
—Tholuck further suggests, that μέν renders it probable that a pro- 
tasis is here intended, although he does not think this decisive. And 
truly it is not decisive; for μέν is not unfrequently used absolutely, 
i. 6. without any δὲ following, both in the classical writers and in 
the books of the New Testament; e. g. Rom. 11: 13. 2 Cor. 12: 12. 
1 Thess. 2: 18. Rom. 7: 12. 10: 1, where “explicationi inservit ;” 
and so μὲν yao in Acts 28: 22. 2 Cor. 9:1. 11: 4. Heb. 6: 16. 7: 
18; μὲν οὖν, Acts 26: 9. 1 Cor. 6: 4, 7, et alibi. Mey γάρ, in cases 
such as those just cited, seems evidently designed to answer the place 
of the Latin guidem, equidem, i. e. to give intensity to a declaration ; 
and μέν may in such cases be called μέν intensivum, or μέν conces- 





sivum, viz. implying that what is asserted, is supposed to be conceded ; - 


or at least that the speaker thinks it plainly ought to be conceded. 
So in the case before us, μὲν γάρ implies, that — 
advantage [πρῶτον] of the Jew, it must be conceded, lay in his 
superior illumination on account of having the gift of a revelation 
bestowed upon him. We may translate (ad sensum) thus: ‘The 
most important advantage, as you must concede, is, that,’ etc.; or, 
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“The most » ieee ΗΝ indeed, is,’ etc.; both having sub- 
stantially the same sense. 

“Ou .... ϑεοῦ is not to be construed by taking λόγια as a Ne 
inative, for i it is the Accusative after ἐπεστεύϑησαν. Itisa primed 
in the Greek language, that where a verb in its active voice governs 
the Accusative of a thing and the Dative of a person, the Accusative 
is retained after a verb of the passive voice. Such is the case with 
πιστεύω" see Luke 16: 11. John 2:24; compare for the passive 
voice, 1 Cor. 9: 17. Gal. 2: 7. 1 Thess. 2: 4. 1 Tim. 1: 11. Tit. 1:3. 
So frequently in the classics; see Wahl’s Lex. in verb. Winer’s N. 
Test. Gramm. § 40. 1. ed. 3d. 

Aoyve, oracles, like the “27 of the Hebrews, means any kind of 
divine response or communication, effatum divinum. 

In regard to the sentiment itself, it is as much as to say, that more 
light and better spiritual advantages were bestowed upon the Jews, 
than upon the Gentiles. Access to the Scriptures would give more 
light; and in consequence of the state in which revelation placed 
them, to them were made the first offers of the gospel. 

(3) Ti yao; what then? The usual mode of asking questions, 
yao being very often joined with an interrogation. It seems to be 
γάρ intensivum, in most of such cases; as Acts 16: 37, ov γάρ, not 
at all, 2 Tim. 2: 7. Job 6: 8. Phil. 1: 18. In the present case, yao 
seems to have a reference to what had been said in the preceding 
. verse. The course of thought appears to be thus: ‘ What then shall 
we say to this, viz. to that which I am now going to suggest?” That 
is: ‘ Allowing what you have said to be true, then if some of the Jews 
were unfaithful, as you intimate, would not this detract from the 
veracity of the divine promises 7᾽ 

Ei ἠπίστησαν... .. καταργήσει; if some were unfaithful, will 
their unfaithfulness render void the faithfulness of God? That is, if 
some of the Jews have apostatized, and are in no better condition 
than the heathen, how will this consist with the fidelity of God as to 
his promises made to the Jewish nation?— Ππίστησαν is from enco- 
réw* which comes again from ἄπιστος, unfaithful, (πιστός often 
means faithful). ’ Anvotéw, therefore, means not to be πιστὸς, 
i. q. to be unfaithful, treacherous, etc. ‘The meaning is: If the Jews 
disregarded, i. e. would not receive and obey, divine revelation, ete.— 
Πίστιν, fidelity, faithfulness in keeping promises ; compare Matt. 23: 
23, and perhaps: Gal. 5: 22. 1 Tim. 1: 5, 19. Rev. 2: 19. 13: 10. 

ο΄ Μη γένοιτο, hoc minime eveniat! Let not this be supposed; or 
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not at all, ἊΝ no means ! Spemve of γίνομαι po: jointee ΜΝ a negative. 
This should be included in v. 4. The Hebrew ™>°=1 corresponds 
to this. ϊ 

(4) Πινέσϑω δὲ.... ψεύστης, but let God be accounted true, 
although every man be impeached of falsehood. °AlnOng means 
veracious, faithful to his word or promise.— Ἱψεύστης is the opposite 
of ἀληϑής. The meaning is: Let God be regarded as faithful, al- 
though all men should thereby be deemed guilty of unfaithfulness ; 
i.e. much more becoming and proper is it, that men should impute 
unfaithfulness to themselves, than to God. 

To confirm the pious sentiment which he had just uttered, the 
apostle appeals to an expression of David (Ps. 51: 7), where, in signi- 
fying his_penitence in view of his past transgressions, he says (Sept. 
Ps. 50: 4): “ Against thee only have I sinned, and done this evil in 
thy sight, ὅπως av... . xgiveo Sat σε, so that thou mayest be justified 
when thou speakest, or in thy words (57232), and be clear when thou 
judgest or condemnest.” The Psalmist means to say, that as he had 
sinned in a grievous manner against God, so God is to be justified 
altogether, when he reproves him for his sin, and pronounces against 
it the sentence of condemnation. The like use would Paul make of 
the sentiment contained in these words. ‘Let us not,’ says he, ‘ at- 
tempt to justify ourselves, when we are accused of being unfaithful ; 
but let us justify God in all respects, when he condemns our conduct 
and vindicates his own.’ 

᾿Εν τοῖς λόγοις σου means, when thou utterest reproof or -condem- 
nation; i. e. the connection in which it stands, of ἀράν τὸ gives it 
such a turn.— Nixyoys, mightest overcome, Heb. 21n, mightest be 
pure, i. e. mightest be adjudged to be pure, held if ihe guiltless or 
faultless. He who, in a judicial contest, was adjudged to. be pure or 
guiltless, of course was the victor; and on this account the Septua- 
gint νεκήσης (adopted by the apostle) is a translation of the Hebrew 

ad sensum, although not ad verbum. 

“Ev τῷ κρίνεσϑαί σε, Flatt and others construe as being in the 
᾿ passive voice. But the sense does not require it; or rather, it does 
not seem to me to admit it. The Hebrew runs thus; ἘΣ ἘΞ ΡΤ ἢ 
ΠΏΞΘΞ,, when thou speakest .... when thou judgest. 6 
in the middle voice, means not ee to strive with, to implead, etc., 
but also to judge, prove, decide, condemn, etc. ; see Passow, xoivw, ὃ 
4—6. There is no difficulty, therefore, in following the literal sense 


of the Hebrew, by rendering κρίνεσϑαν as belonging to the middle 
voice. 
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Sentiment: ‘Whenever God speaks by way of reproving or con- 
demning men, let him be accounted altogether just, and let him be 
fully vindicated.’ if Υ 

(5) Et dé.... συνίστησι, but if our unrighteousness »... 
righteousness of God. Aé “addit vim interrogationi, et usurpatur 
presertim interrogatione repetita,” Bretschn. Lex. dé 3. 6. The 


_ sense of δὲ 15 plainly adversative here.— Τδικέα is here the generic 


appellation of sin, for which a specific name (anvor/a) was employed 
in v. 8, and ψεῦσμα is used inv. 7. In like manner, the δικαιοσύνη 
in v. 5, which is a generic appellation, is expressed by a specific one 
(πίστιν) in v. 3, and by ἀλήϑεια in ν. 7. The idea is substantially 
the same, which‘is designated by these respectively corresponding ap- 
pellations. Fidelity, uprightness, integrity, are designated by πίστον, 
δικαιοσύνην, and ἀλήϑεια" while ἀπιστία, ἀδικία, and wevouare, 
designate unfaithfulness, want of uprightness, and false dealing. All 
of these terms have more or less reference to the n°72, covenant or 
compact (so to speak), which existed between God and his ancient 
people. But in the present verse, they are to be taken in a sense 
somewhat more enlarged. 

Ζικαιοσύνην ϑεοῦ does not here mean, (as it does in most cases 
where it is used in this epistle), the justification which is of God; it 
designates the divine justice, as the context clearly shews. For here 
the apostle (or the objector) is speaking of that attribute of God, which 
is concerned with the judging and punishing of offenders. Of course, 
the retributive justice of God must be understood by δικαιοσύνην 
ϑεοῦ. 

«Συνίστησι, sets off to advantage, shews forth, renders conspicuous. 
—Ti ἐροῦμεν; what shall we say? That is, how can we persevere 
in maintaining, that the unbelieving part of the Jewish nation will be 
cast off, so long as even their very unbelief will be instrumental in 
setting off to more advantage, or in rendering more conspicuous, the 
retributive justice of God, and so of causing the more glory to his 
name? The equivalent of τί ἐροῦμεν, is common in the Rabbinic 
writings, where it runs thus: 727 NDN ND ; quid est dicendum? 


This i is usually expressed by the abbreviation ἘΝ. 


My ἄδικος... .. ὀργήν; is God unjust, who inflicts printohagan ? 
If the interrogation were here made by μὴ οὐ, is not, etc., the solu- 


; tion of the sentence would be easy. But μή corresponds to the Latin 


num, ne, and asks a question to which a negative answer is usually 
expected as a matter of course. The Attics employed it, however, 
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with somewhat greater liberty, and in cases where a negative answer 
did not of course follow. On the contrary, ov is used in an interro- 
“gation, where an affirmative answer is of course, expected. For an 
example of both cases: 7 δοκεῖ σου τοῦτο εἶναι evndes; Does this 
seem to you foolish? Ans.no. Οὐ καὶ καλόν ἐστε τὸ ayadov; Is not 
a good thing something excellent? Ans. yes. We cannot translate, 
therefore, as Turretin and many others have done: Nonne injust 
Deus, dum infert iram? i. 6. is not God unjust, etc.? This would 
indeed make the sentiment more easy and intelligible, when viewed 
as coming from the objector; for that it is to be attributed to him, 
appears from the sequel, κατ ἄνϑρωπον λέγω. After all, however, 
nearly the same sentiment comes out of the passage in another way. 
The objector asks: Zi ἐροῦμεν; If now we suppose him to continue 
his interrogation, as plainly he does, we may then fill up the ellipsis 
in the next clause thus: M7 [ἐροῦμεν ὅτι] ὁ Geog κι τ. 4. The inti- 
mation is this: ‘ Shall we say, then, as according to your suggestions 
we must necessarily be led to say, that God is unjust who inflicts 
punishment?’ The answer of course is, No. Or (to use other 
words): ‘Must we come to this, viz. that we should find it to be 
necessary to tax God with injustice, when he punishes?’ For to such 
a conclusion (as the objector means to intimate), the principles of 
the apostle seem to lead. 

As to the immediate occasion of such a question, on the part of 
the objector, the sentiment of the preceding verse seems to have fur- 
nished it. God, says the apostle, is to be justified in his condemning; 
yea, he is altogether to be vindicated in it, even if all men are by him 
found guilty of unfaithful and treacherous dealing. ‘ But,’ replies the 
objector, ‘on your ground we may go on and say, that glory redounds 
to God because of such dealing on the part of men; for this gives" 
opportunity for God to display his justice to greater advantage than it 
could otherwise have been displayed. Why not, now, carry these 
considerations forward, and come to the result to which they would 
naturally lead? Why not conclude, that God is unjust when he 
inflicts punishment For this would seem to be a necessary conse- 
quence, if it be true that his justice is displayed to the greatest advan- 
tage by reason of the wickedness of men, and he thus gets to himself 
the more honour and glory.’ 

Tholuck attributes μὴ ὁ ϑεὸς κ. τ. 4. to the apostle himself, as an 
answer to the preceding question. But the xara ἄνϑρωπον λέγω 

᾿ 19 





say ἢ, 
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and the μὴ γένοιτο which follow, seem to me clearly to decide 
against this. 

Kara ἄνθρωπον λέγω, 1 speak after the manner of men; i. e. 1 
speak as men are often accustomed to do. The expression itself is 
general; but the class of men whom the writer has in his mind here, 
are plainly the objectors to his doctrine. The expression xara 
ἄνθρωπον λέγω may mean: I speak more humano, i. e. in such ἃ 
manner as is intelligible to men, in such language as men may com- 
prehend ; so ἀνθρώπινον λέγω, in Rom. 6:19; and κατὰ ἄνϑρωπον 
λέγω, in Gal. 3:15. In the sense first attributed to the phrase, the 
Greek and Latin writers often use the like expression; e. g. Aristoph. 
Ranz, v. 1090, ov yoy φράζειν ἀνθρωπεῶς, which one must describe 
in a way that is usual among men; Athen. Deipnos. Tom. III. Lib. 
IX. 29, avPownwas λαλεῖν, to speak like other folks. So Cicero: 
hominum more dicere, de Div. II. 64. In like manner the Rabbins, 
when they wish to express what is commonly understood or affirmed 
by men in general, say: "W28 ANT 17D, as men usually affirm 
or say. hie ie 

(6) Wn γένοιτο, by no means. This is the negative answer, 
given by the apostle to the question: 17 ἄδικος x. τ. A. 

‘Enel πῶς .... κόσμον; otherwise, how shall God judge the 
world? i. e. if it is not to be denied that God is unjust, or if we must 
concede that he is unjust, then how shall we admit the doctrine of a 
future or general judgment?— Enel, otherwise; comp. Rom. 11: 6, 
22. 1 Cor. 5: 10. 7: 14. 14: 16. 15: 29. Heb. 10: 2, et alibi. The 
question, ‘ How shall God judge the world?’ is founded on the con- 
cessions or established opinion of the Jews respecting a judgment- 
day, which were well known to the apostle. The expression implies 
as much as to say: ‘ You Jews concede that there will be a time of 
judgment, when God will punish the wicked and reward the right- 
eous. But how can this be, if your objections have any force? The 
retributive justice of God will be rendered conspicuous, when the 
wicked shall be condemned and punished, and God will be glorified 
thereby, just as in the present case; if this then be a reason why God 
should not punish, it is a reason why there should be no judgment ; 
and in order to be consistent, you must deny this also.’ 

In this way we see, that the argument of the apostle is in a man- 
ner ad hominem, being founded on the concessions and established 
opinion of the Jews; which, however, in this instance, was in itself 
a well founded and correct opinion. 
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(7) Ei yoo .... αὐτοῦ, still, if the truth of God has abounded 
the more unto his glory, on account of my false dealing. 'Tholuck 
understands these to be the words of the apostle. ‘To me they 
appear very plainly to be words which he: attributes to the objector. 
The γάρ at the beginning of the verse, points to a connection with 
v. 5, and denotes a continuance of the same theme, and is γάρ con- 
Jirmantis, i. 6. it is placed before a sentence by which the objector 
endeavors to fortify his own opinion. This γάρ does not so naturally 
attach itself to v. 6. As to ἀλήϑεια and wevouate, see on v. 5. 
"din deve here means, God’s faithful. dealings with his people, both 
in his threats and promises; wevouate means; their unfaithfulness 
as to his covenant, their false and treacherous dealings in respect to 
their vows and obligations. Sentiment: ‘If the veracity and faith- 
fulness of God are rendered more conspicuous, and this unto his own 
glory, by the false and deceitful conduct of his covenant people, 
why, etc.’ 

Ti gore... . κρίνομαν; then why am I still condemned as a’sin- 
ner? That is, why should I suffer punishment on account of that 
very thing which has contributed to the glory of God, inasmuch as it 
has occasioned the greater display of his perfections? 

(8) Kai un.... ayaa; shall we then [say], (as it is slander- 
ously reported, and as some affirm that we do say): Let us do evil 
that good may come? As μή is interrogative here, it cannot be 
rendered (as in our English version), πού. 7 is connected with 
ἐροῦμεν or λέγωμεν understood, as appears from the following clause 
with Orv. The answer of the apostle, is by a question which strongly 
implies disapprobation of the sentiment in the preceding clause: 
‘Why then may we not speak out and say: Let us do evil that good 

may come? as some do actually, although slanderously, accuse us of 
saying.’ Ὅτι, when the verse is thus explained, may be regarded — 
as a particle marking cited words, (for so it is often used, in all parts 
of the New Testament), viz. the words ποιήσωμεν x. τ. Δ. Or the 
whole may be construed thus: Shall we say, then, that we may do 
evil, etc. : 

“Βλασφημούμεϑα, literally we are slanderously reported, viz. it is 
slanderously reported that we say, etc. In the paragraph above, I 
have rendered ad sensum rather than ad literam. 

The occasion given for the enemies of the gospel thus to slander 
Paul and others, was, that he preached the doctrine, that God would 
be glorified by the display of his justice in the condemnation of 
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sinners, and that where sin abounded, grace did much more abound ;- 
doctrines easily abused by a carnal mind, but which contain truths 
awful and delightful. Would God that the abuse of them might 
have never extended beyond the apostolic age! 

*Qv τὸ κρίμα ἐνδικὸν ἔστι, whose condemnation is just. He 
means, that the condemnation of those who falsely attributed such 
doctrines to the apostles and other preachers, was just; in other 
words, that their offence was of such a nature as that it deserved 
punishment. é 

(9) Τί οὖν; What then? The question is by the objector ; and 
οὖν, in such a connection, implies as much as to say: ‘What now 
can be gathered from all this 7᾽ 

Προεχόμεϑα; Have we [Jews] any preference? That is, al- 
lowing all that you have said to be true, what preference now can we 
assign to the Jews? Have they any ground at all for a claim of 
superiority ? 

Οὐ πάντως" none at all; i. e. hone as it respects the great point 
in debate, viz. whether all men are sinners before God, and under 
the condemning sentence of his law. So the latter part of the verse 
leads us to explain the sentiment; and a comparison with vs. 1, 2 
above, will oblige us thus to interpret it; for superiority of another 
kind, i. e. in external advantages, is there directly asserted of the 
Jews, by the apostle himself. 

ἸΠροητιασάμεϑα...... εἶναι, for we have already made the charge 
against both Jews and Gentiles, that they are all under sin. I cannot 
find, in the best lexicons, any evidence that προαϊτεάομαν means to 
prove. " Autia, is accusation, cause, ground, reason; hence the verb 
αἰτιάομαι means, to accuse, to shew cause, etc.; generally in a bad 
sense, , implying the support of a charge against any one. The apos- 
tle means to say, that having already advanced. the charge against 
Jews and Gentiles of being sinners without exception, and of stand- 
ing in need of the mercy proffered by the gospel, of course he cannot 
now concede, that the Jews have any exemption from this charge, or 
any ground of preference to the Gentiles, so far as the matter of justi- 
fication is concerned. 

“Ty ἁμαρτίαν means, under the power or control of sin, subject 
to its dominion. 1 aa 

(10) Kadws γέγραπται x. 2.4. What is the object of this wil 
Evidently it is to illustrate and confirm the point now in debate. And 
what then is this point? Why plainly, that the Jews have no prefer- 
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ence over the Gentiles, so far as their guilt and inability to justify 
themselves are concerned. The apostle had just said, (in answer to 
the question put by a Jew, Have we any pre-eminence?) Οὐ πάντως. 
Why not? Because he had already involved the Jews, as well as the 
Gentiles, in the charge of universal guilt ; therefore both were in the 
same condition, with respect to their need of a Saviour. What then 
is the object of further proof or illustration here? Surely it must be 
the point in question, viz. Whether in fact-the Jews, equally with the | 
Gentiles, lie under the imputation of guilt before God. The quota- 
tions then have special reference to the Jews. So Chrysostom, 
Calvin, Grotius, Tholuck, Flatt, and others. So v. 19 obliges us to 
construe the quotations in question. 

The quotations are taken from various parts of the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures; and mostly in the words of the Septuagint. The general 
strain and object of them is to shew, that charges of guilt were made 
in ancient times against the Jews, of a nature not less aggravated 
than the charges now made by the apostle. The Jew could make 
no reply to this, so long as he allowed the full weight and authority of 
the Old Testament. The apostle, then, in adducing such charges 
from it, says in effect: ‘You cannot accuse me of making strange 
and novel charges against you. ©Your own Scriptures are filled with 
charges of the like nature.’ 

That such is the general object of the quotations which follow, 
there seems to me no good reason to doubt. Certainly some of the 
passages adduced have not an unlimited signification, applicable to 
men of all times and all nations; at least they have not such a mean- 
ing in the Old Testament, in the connection in which they stand. 
Nothing can be more certain than that the writers of most of them 
are not treating of the question, whether al/ men are depraved ; but 
are advancing charges against the unbelieving and impious part of 
the Jewish nation. Now what characterized unbelieving Jews of 
old, may still be affirmed of them, i. 6. of all who reject a Saviour. 
This must proceed from wickedness of heart; and therefore the 


' apostle may apply to all who are guilty of it, those descriptions of 


wicked Jews which the Old Testament exhibits. 

Such seems to be the plain and obvious method of interpreting 
the quotations before us. I am well aware, that they have not unfre- 
quently been understood and explained in a different way, viz. as 
having a direct bearing on the universal depravity of the human race. 
The context both in vs. 9 and 19 shews, however, that such an 


, 
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assumption is not well grounded, and that the citations have respect 
to the apostle’s argument in regard to the moral condition of all 
unbelieving Jews. I say unbelieving Jews; for it is not to his purpose 
to shew that such as believe and are already justified, are still under 
the condemning sentence of the law; nor could this be said without 
contradicting what he frequently asserts, in the sequel of this epistle. 

In the way in which I interpret the quotations that follow, there 
is no difficulty with respect to the explanation of them, as they stand 
in the Old Testament. But in the other method, which makes them 
universal propositions, and makes the original authors to speak di- 
rectly to the point of universal depravity, the difficulty of exegesis is 
insurmountable. Several of the passages, as they stand in the Old 
Testament, must have absolute violence done to them, in order to 
make them speak in this manner. ‘This, in itself, is a strong reason 
for suspecting such an interpretation; and when united with the 
other reasons named, seems to be amply sufficient to justify us in 
rejecting it. 

We proceed to consider each of the quotations separately. “Ore 
oux .... εἷς, is a quotation ad sensum of Ps. 14: 1; where the He- 
brew has sib πὸ PX; and the Septuagint, οὐκ éore ποιῶν yonore- 
τητα, οὐκ ἔστιν ἕως ἑνός. In Ps. vam. (a repetition of Ps. x1v.), 
the Septuagint has simply, οὐκ gore ποιῶν ayadov: while the 
Hebrew is the same as above. It would seem, therefore, that the 
apostle had his eye or his mind upon Ps. xiv., when he made the 
quotation before us; and that he has varied from the diction, but 
followed the sense of the original. Instead of saying, there is none 
that doeth good, he says, there is none righteous; (idem per alia 
verba). The οὐδὲ εἷς of our text, evidently corresponds to the Sep- 
tuagint, οὐκ ἔστεν ἕως ἑνός. 

(11) Οὐκ ἔστιν συνιῶν..... ϑεόν, corresponds to the Hebrew 
OWEN MY Ὁ Db Dwa wim, whether there is any one who under- 
standeth, who seeketh after God, Ps. 14:2. The question in the 
Hebrew implies a negative; and a simple negative is made by Paul, 


who says, οὐκ ἔστον x.t.4. The Septuagint runs literally: Ei gore 


συνιὼν ἢ ἐχζητῶν τὸν Sov. Paul has cited ad sensum, and nearly 
ad verbum. 
(12) Πάντες... ἑνός, cited exactly from the Septuagint ver- 
sion of Ps. 14:3. The Hebrew runs thus: 
INZN2 WN AO 537 
= ain ms PR 
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Whether all have gone out of the way, and together become corrupt? 

None doeth good, 

Not even one. 

Paul omits, as the Repensg also does, the interrogatory sense of 
the first clause, made by 527 (which is co-ordinate with W727 in the 
preceding verse), and renders simply: Πάντες ἐξέκλιναν" altogether 
ad sensum. 

The word συνεῶν in v. 11 means, to have an enlightened know- 
ledge, viz. of God and duty.—O ἐχζητῶν (Heb. i745) means, to 
worship God, to seek him in acts of devotion, meditation, etc., to be a 
devoted worshipper.— L&éxhwvav in v. 11 means, have departed from 
the right way, from the paths of piety and happiness.— AyoecwOn- 
σαν, have become corrupt, literally have become unprofitable or useless. - 
But as the meaning is here a moral one, the first rendering is the 
most appropriate. 

In regard to the original meaning of these quotations, there seems 
not to be much room for dispute. Who is it of whom the Psalmist is 
speaking? It is 8532, ὁ ἄφρων, as v. 1 determines. But are all men 
without exception ἄφρωνες Whatever may be the fact, yet it is 
not here asserted; for in v. 4, the workers of iniquity are expressly dis- 
tinguished from my people. In v. 5, the generation of the righteous 
is distinguished from the workers of miquity. It is plain, then, that 
the Psalmist is here describing two parties among the Hebrews; the 
one wicked, yea altogether corrupt; the other righteous, i. 6. belong- 
ing to the true people of God. 

The application of this passage by the apostle is plain. All unbe- 
lievers, all who put not their trust in Christ, are of the same character 
with those wicked persons whom the Psalmist describes. 

(13) Zagog.... ἐδολιοῦσαν, verbatim with the Septuagint ver- . 
sion of Ps. 5: 10 (δ: 9); ; which runs thus in the Hebrew: 

pa Timp ap 
PPT pw 
An open sepulchre is their throats; with their tongues do they flatter, 
or speak deceitful things. Sentiment: ‘ As from the sepulchre issues 
forth an offensive and pestilential vapour; so from the mouths of 
slanderous persons issue noisome and pestilential words.— EdoAcov- 
σαν, speak deceit, deceive. 'The form of the word is the Alexandrine 
or Beotian -σαν instead of -y, which is frequent in the Imperf. and 
2nd Aorist ; e. g. ἐλάβοσαν, ἐμάϑοσαν, etc., for ἔλαβον, ἔμαϑον, etc. 
᾿Εδολιοῦσαν stands for ἐδολίουν, Imperfect active. 
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The context in Ps. v. shews, that the workers of iniquity there 
mentioned are the party opposed to David. Those who opposed the 
Son of David, are characterized by Paul in a similar manner. 

"Jog ἀσπίδων ὑπὸ ta χείλη αὐτῶν, accords verbatim with the 
Septuagint version of a part of Ps. 140: 4 (140: 3). The Hebrew 
runs thus: 47°nDw nom Bway 7241, the poison of asps, or of the 
adder, is under their lips ; 1. e. their ford are like poison, they utter 
the poisonous breath of slander. The phrase before us gives intensity 
to the preceding description; all of which, however, is not intended 
to designate merely some specific kind of slander, but the sinful 
exercise of the tongue, which (as James expresses it) is πῦρ, ὁ 
κόσμος τῆς ἀδικίας, 3: 6. 

Here again, the persons characterized are the enemies of David. 
What was said of them may be applied, as the apostle here intimates 
by the quotation, to all those who refused submission to ‘ David’s 
Lord that sat upon his throne.’ 

(14) "Q2v 70... . γέμει, runs thus in the Septuagint: Οὗ ἀρᾶς 

τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ γέμει καὶ πικρίας, Which corresponds exactly to the 
Hebrew in Ps. 10: 7, τὴ 2} Nb ID ASN, excepting that οὗ is 
added by the Seventy. The apostle has quota exactly ad sensum, 
the suffix pronoun in 357°5 being generic and indicating a real plural- 
ity, which Paul expresses by ὧν. 

The violent and embittered enemies of David, (or of the Psalmist, 
if David be not the author of Ps. x.), are here characterized. The 
application is the same as before. 

Πικρίας is used to translate the Hebrew 0572572, which literally 
signifies fraud, deceit. But as false accusations are here meant, 
which tend to destroy reputation and confidence, and proceed from 
bitterness of spirit, so πικρία (bitterness) is employed to characterize 
them, it being used ad sensum in a general way. 

(15—17) ᾿Οξεῖς . .. . ἔγνωσαν, abridged from Is. 59: 7,8. The 
Septuagint and Hebrew run thus: 


Oi πόδες αὐτῶν ἐπὶ πονηρίαν || FEW> TI Qt 55. DI] 
pe nen We dea ἐκχέαι τ TW Mawr ἘΠΛΏΞΌΠ 102 Ὁ 
καὶ οἱ διαλογισμοὶ αὐτῶν δεαλο- 
γισμοὶ ra οἰ. ἐροεδμις piby 71 ἐπ ΒΘΏΞ 728} 535 
καὶ ταλαιπωρία ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς sad] RS 
αὐτῶν, καὶ ὁδὸν εἰρήνης οὐκ 

οἴδασι. 
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Here the expressions are altogether of a general nature, as they 
stand in the prophet, and plainly characterize a great part of the Jew- 
ish nation in the time of the writer; compare Is. 59: 2, 4,9—15. Of 
course this is still more directly to the apostle’s purpose, than the 
preceding quotations. These correspond with his intention, in the 
way of implication; but the present quotation corresponds in the way 
of direct analogy. 

An inspection of the original will disclose how much the apostle 
has abridged it, in his quotation. Also in quoting, he has substituted 
an for ταχενοῦ in the Septuagint ; then passing by a whole clause, 

“their thoughts are thoughts of evil,” he quotes the rest verba- 
tim. Both the Seventy and Paul omit the Hebrew 523. viz. in D7 
22, innocent blood.— Exyéat, 1 Aor. Inf., comes from éxyéw, Fut. 
éxyevow (in the New Testament ἐκχεῶ), 1 Aor. ἐξέχεα after the 
manner of verbs in 4, u, v, 9. A few verbs in Greek follow this 
method of forming the first aorist; see Buttmann, Gramm. ᾧ 87. 
Note 1. 

Sentiment: ‘They are ready and swift to engage in crimes of the 
highest degree; destruction and misery attend their steps, 1. e. 
wherever they go, they spread destruction and misery around them. 
The way of happiness they take no knowledge of, or they give no 
heed to what concerns their own true welfare, or that of others.’ 

(18) Οὐκ gore... αὐτῶν, is exactly quoted from the Septuagint, 
and corresponds to the Hebrew, excepting the final αὐτῶν, which in 
the Hebrew and Septuagint is in the singular number. But then it 
is the singular generic, and so corresponds exactly in sense to the 
plural αὐτῶν of we apostle. The Hebrew original is in Ps. 36: 1, 
and it runs thus: 132 3335 DWAR IMB PX, there is no fear of 
God before his A i.e. he has no reverence for God, no fear of 
offending him which puts any effectual restraint upon his wickedness. 

(19) Οἴδαμεν 02... . λαλεῖ" now we know that whatsoever things 
the law saith, it addresses to those who have the law; i, 6. we know 
that whatever the Old Testament Scriptures say, when they speak in 
the manner now exhibited, they address it to those who are in posses- 
sion of these Scriptures, viz. to the Jews.— continuativum, nune, 
German nun, English now in the sense of a continuative. Τοῖς ἕν 
τῷ νόμῳ, those who have a revelation, ἐν conditionis; compare on ἐν 
under chap. I. 24. 

The object of the apostle i is to shew, that the Jews can in no way 
avoid the force of what is here said. It was originally addressed to 

20 bet 
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the Jews, in a direct manner. What he has quoted was indeed 
spoken at different times, to different classes of persons, and uttered 
by various individuals. But still the principle is the same. Jews are 
addressed ; and Jews are accused in the very same manner, 1. 6. with 
equal force, by their own prophets whose authority is acknowledged, 
as they were accused by Paul. The principle then by which such 
an accusation is to be supported, is thus established. As to the 
actual application of this, and the facts respecting the conduct and 
character of the Jews in the apostle’s time; all the writings of the 
New Testament, of Josephus, and others, and the direct assertions of 
Paul in this epistle, go to shew that no injustice at all was done to 
them in the present case. 

It is this principle, viz. that in consistence with the fidelity of 
God to his promises, and consistently with the ancient Scriptures, the 
Jews might be charged with wickedness even of a gross character, 
and such as brought them as truly under the curse of the divine law 
as the polluted heathen were under it,—it is this, which the apostle 
has in view to establish by all his quotations; and this he does en- 
tirely establish. When thus understood, there remains no important 
difficulty respecting the quotations. He did not need these, in order 
to settle the question about the depravity of the Gentiles. The Jews 
would reluctate only against the truth of the charges made against 
themselves. The character of the heathen was too palpable to be 
denied. That of the Jews, indeed, was scarcely less so; but still, 
they themselves expected to escape divine justice, on the ground of 
being God’s chosen people. All expectation of this nature is over- 
turned, by the declarations and arguments of the apostle, in chap. τι. 
m1. of this epistle. 

Such as undertake to prove universal depravity directly from the 
texts here quoted, appear to mistake the nature of the apostle’s argu- 
ment, and to overlook the design of his quotations. It is impossible 
to make the passages in the Old Testament, as they there stand, to 
be universal in their meaning, without doing violence to the funda- 
mental laws of interpretation. And surely. there is no need of doing 
thus. The whole strain of the apostle’s argument at large, goes to es- 
tablish universal depravity ; I mean the universal depravity of all who 
are out of Christ, and are capable of sinning. The doctrine is safe, 
without doing violence to any obvious principles of exegesis; which 
we never can do with safety. I need scarcely add, that Flatt, Tho- 
luck, and all enlightened commentators of the present day, so far as 
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I know, agree in substance with the interpretation which I have 
now given. ν 

“le πᾶν..... ϑεῷ, so that every mouth must be stopped, and the 
whole world become guilty before God. Πᾶν στόμα φραγῆ» i. 8. 
every man, all men whether Jews or Gentiles, must_be convicted of 
sin, and be unable to produce any thing to justify their conduct ; 
compare Job 5: 16. Ps. 107: 42.—‘ Ynodcxos, reus, sons, guilty, de- 
serving of condemnation. 

But how extensive is the conclusion here? I answer, (1) It ex- 
-tends to all who are out of Christ. I draw this conclusion, not so 
much from the mere forms of expression, such as πᾶν στόμα and 
πᾶς 0 κόσμος, as I do from the nature and object of the apostle’s 
argument. What is this? Plainly his design is, to shew that there 
is but one method of acceptance with God now possible; and this is 
in the way of gratuitous pardon or justification. But why is this 
necessary in all cases?’ The answer is: Because all have sinned. 
Certainly, if those who do not believe in Christ, can be pardoned 
only for his sake, this is because they are sinners and have need of 
pardon on the ground of simple mercy. Consequently all who are 
out of Christ, as ay cannot be justified by the deeds of the law, are 
sinners. 

But (2) All who are in Christ, i. e. are justified, have once been 
sinners, and do still commit more or less sin, for which pardoning 
mercy becomes necessary. Once they were among the impenitent 
and unregenerate. What the apostle asserts, then, in our text, of all 
men, need not be limited, and should not indeed be limited, merely 
to those who are out of Christ at any particular time, but may be ex- 
tended to all who were ever out of him. 

That this is a bona fide application of the principle which he here 
contends for, is clear from his own commentary on this doctrine in 
chap. τιν. For what does he say there? He shews, that even. Abra- 
-ham and David, as well as the grossest sinners, were justified only in 
a gratuitous way, being utterly unable to obtain the divine approba- 
tion on the ground of perfect obedience. What is the inference from 
all this? Plainly, that all men are sinners, and that none therefore 
can be saved by their own merits. So does v. 20 virtually declare ; 
so, explicitly, says v. 23. 

In form, the argument of Paul extends only to those nie are ἕω 
of Christ; but as this has once been the condition of all men without 
exception, so in substance it embraces all men without exception, who 
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“by nature are children of wrath, being children of disobedience ;” 
for ‘‘ that which is born of the flesh, is flesh.” 

I cannot forbear to add, that it seems to me a wrong view of the 
apostle’s meaning in ys. 10—19, which regards him as labouring to 
prove directly the universality of men’s depravity, merely by the argu- 
ment which these texts afford. Paul has other sources of proof, 
besides that of argument; for if he himself was an inspired apostle, 
then surely his own declarations respecting the state of the heathen 
or Jews, were to be credited on just the same grounds as those of the 
ancient Psalmist and of the Prophets. Why not? And then, why 
should we be solicitous to shew that every thing in Paul’s epistle is 
established by argumentation? Had the apostle no other way of 
establishing truth, except by argumentation? Are not his own dec- 
larations, I repeat it, as weighty and credible as those of the ancient 
prophets? Ifso, then we need not be anxious to retain the argument 
as a direct one, in vs. [0---19. Enough that it cllusérates and con- 
jirms the principe which the apostle asserts, and for which he 
contends. The argument from this principle is irresistible, when we 
once concede that Christ is the only Saviour of all men without ex- 
ception ; for this cannot be true, unless all men without exception are 
sinners. Ofcourse I mean, all who are capable’of sinning. 

(20) Avore.... αὐτοῦ, wherefore by works of law shall no flesh 
be justified before him. Avdte, an abridgement of διὰ τοῦτο Ore, on 
account of, because that, therefore, wherefore; so it often means, at 
the beginning of a conclusion deduced from preceding premises; 
e. g. Acts 17: 31. Rom. 1: 21. 8:7. 1 Pet. 2: 6. 

"Eoywv νόμου, works of law, i.e. such works as law requires ; 
just as, ἔργα ϑεοῦ means, such works as God requires or approves; 
and so ἔργα τοῦ ᾿αβραάμ, John 8: 99; Th ἔργα τοῦ TATOOS ὑμῶν 
[τοῦ διαβόλου], John 8: 14; τὰ ἔργα ἐῶν υιικολαϊτῶν, Rev. 2: 6; 
and so ἔργα τῆς πόρνης--τἧἣς σαρκός---τοῦ διαβόλου---τῆς πίστεως, 
etc. etc. From these, and ἃ multitude of other examples which every 
good lexicon and every concordance will supply, it appears entirely 
plain that ἔργα and ἔργον, followed by a Genitive which qualifies it, 
mean something to be effected or done, which is agreeable to the 
command, desire, nature, etc. of the seine which is designated by 
that Genitive noun. 

ie Concerning ‘this usage, there is no μείω room to doubt. But the 
sense of yduov has been. thought to be less obvious. Does νόμος then 
mean ceremonial law, revelation in general; or the moral law, whether 
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revealed or natural?’ Ambrose, Theodoret, Theophylact, ὌΝ 
Erasmus, Cornelius ἃ Lapide, Grotius, Koppe, Ammon, and others, 
have explained νόμος as meaning the ceremonial law. But is this 
correct? The meaning of a word which is capable of various signi- 
fications, is always to be judged of by the object or design of the 
writer, so often as this is practicable. What then is the object of 
Paul in the present case? Surely it is, to shew that both Gentiles 
and Jews need that gratuitous justification which the gospel proclaims, 
and which Christ has procured ; compare 3:9, πᾶν στόμα and πᾶς 
6 κόσμος in 3: 19, πάντες in v. 23, together with v. 29. Compare 
also chap. 1: 19—32 with 2: 17--29. Nothing can be more certain 
than that the conclusion of the apostle is a general one, having re- 
spect to Jew and Gentile both. But how can it be apposite to say, in 
respect to the Gentiles, that they cannot be justified by the ceremonial 
law? Did the apostle need to make a solemn asseveration of this? 
Were the Gentiles sinners, because they had not kept the ritual laws 
of Moses? So the apostle does not judge; see 2: 14, 15, 26. How 
then can he be supposed to say in reference to the Gentiles, (for the 
present verse refers to them as well as to the Jews,) that by the law 
is the knowledge of sin? What knowledge of the ceremonial law of 
Moses, did the heathen possess ? 

I remark in the next place, that transgressions of the ritual law 
are no part of the accusation which the apostle here brings against 
the Jews. In chap. 2: 17—29, he accuses them of breaking moral 
laws; and after having enumerated a long catalogue of crimes com- 
mon among the Gentiles, in chap. 1: 19—32, he goes on immediately 
to intimate in chap. 2: 1, seq., that the Jews were chargeable with 
the same, or with the like crimes. In 2: 14, seq., and 2: 26, seq., he 
intimates that the law inscribed upon the consciences and minds of 
the heathen, inculcated those very things, with regard to which the 
Jews were sinners. In 3: 9, seq., he brings Jews and Gentiles under 
the same accusation, explicitly charging all with being sinners; and 
sinners against a Jaw which was common to both; as chap. 2: 15, 16, 
26, seq., most explicitly shews. _ ἊΝ 

_ Again; when it is asked in Rom. 6: 15, Shall we sin because we 
are not ὑπὸ νόμον but under grace? what sense would there be in 
this question (which is supposed to be urged by an objector), pro- 
vided the ceremonial law be meant? Would an objector in the pos- 
session of his senses, ask the question: ‘Have we liberty to break 
the moral law, i. 6. to sin, because we are not under the ceremonial ”” 
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Or, ‘because the ceremonial law will not justify us, may we not break 
the moral law? Yet νόμον in Rom. 6: 15, is plainly of the same 
nature as νόμος in 3: 20. 

Finally ; the apostle every where opposes the δικαίωσις or δέεκαι- 

oovvy of the gospel, to that justification which results from works in 
general, works of any kind whatever; e. g. 2 Tim. 1: 9. Eph. 2: 8, 9. 
Tit. 3: 5. Rom. 4: 2—5, 13—16. 3: 27, 11:6, and in many other 
places. : 
From all this it results, that νόμου must here mean the moral law, 
whether written or unwritten, i. e. law in general, any law whether 
applicable to Gentile or Jew, any rule which prescribes.a duty, by 
obedience to which men might claim a promise of reward. Nor can 
this duty be limited merely to what is external. Surely the law of 
God, whether natural or revealed, does not have respect merely to 
the external conduct of men; it also has reference to the state of 
their heart and feelings. So, most explicitly, does Paul teach, in 
Rom. 2: 28, 29, in Rom. 2: 16, and very often elsewhere. 

Understood in this way, the phrase ἔργα νόμου is plain. Neither 
Jew nor Gentile can be justified before God on the ground of obedi- 
ence; “all have sinned and come short of the glory of God;” each 
one has broken the law under which he has acted; the Gentiles, that 
which was written on their minds and consciences, 2: 14, 15; the 
Jews, that which was contained in the Scriptures, 2:27. Now as 
the law of God, revealed or natural, requires entire and perfect obe- 
dience, just so far as it is known and understood, or may be so with- 
out criminal neglect on the part of men; and since “the soul which 
sinneth must die,” and “‘he who offendeth in one point is guilty of 
all : it follows of necessity, that all men, whether Jews or Gentiles, 
while in an unconverted state, are under the condemning sentence 
of the law; and therefore they cannot possibly claim acceptance 
with God, on the ground of perfect obedience. Nay, so far are they 
from this, that they can expect nothing but condemnation and misery 
from simple retributive justice being exercised toward them, under a 
pure system of law; for “‘all have sinned,” and therefore “all have 
come short of the glory of God.” πὰς 

Τὴ no other way, as it seems to me, can the general course of 
argument by the apostle be understood, and interpreted so as to 
preserve consistency with the other parts of this epistle, and with his 
other writings, or so as to harmonize with the particular design and 
object of the writer.’ Accordingly, Storr, Flatt, Tholuck, not to 
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mention a multitude of the older commentators, have explained 
ἔργων νόμου substantially in the same manner as I have done. 

“Ἰικαιωϑήσεται, see on δικαιοσύνη in 1:17, where the verb 
δικαιόω is also explained. It means here, to be accepted and 
treated as having fully kept the precepts of the law—Ov.... 
πᾶσα σάρξ: va-d> ND, no one; a true Hebraism in all respects. 
Indeed, the expression would hardly have been intelligible to a mere 

. Attic Grecian, there being nothing like it in his own dialect. 

If all the world are ὑπόδικος τῷ Geo, then must it be true, that! 
none can be δίκαιος before him in a legal sense, i. e. on the eee of 
perfect and meritorious obedience. Φνώπιον αὐτοῦ b= yah, ὁ ; 
his view, in his sight, in his presence. The mind of the Don is 
here contemplating mankind, as standing before the diving tribunal 
in order to. be judged of the things done in the body. by 

Aa yoo... . ἁμαρτίας, for by law is the knowledge of sin. No- 
“ov here must evidently mean the same as it does in the clause ἐξ 
ἔργων νόμου" which clearly signifies any law of a moral kind, either 
natural or revealed. Turretin understands νόμου, in the phrase 
before us, as meaning the Jewish Scriptures. . But'inasmuch as the 
preceding phrase is general, it must be understood so here. All law 
is a rule of action, in the most extensive sense of this word, embra- 
cing the internal as well as the external developments of the human 
soul. By this rule, all actions are to be scanned; the Gentiles are 
to scan theirs by the law written upon their own minds, 2: 14, 15; 
the Jews, by their own Scriptures. The precepts of law, whether 
natural or revealed, by commanding this and prohibiting that, serve 
to make known the nature of sin; for all sin is ἀνομία, want of con- 
formity to the law. The simple design of the apostle in saying da 
yao νόμου ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας, is, to remind those whom he ad- 
dressed, that the law (any law either natural or revealed), so far from 
holding out to men who are sinners the prospect of justification before 
God, and promising them acceptance with him, is the very means of 
bringing them, by its disclosures respecting the nature and guilt of 
sin, to a knowledge of their unhappy and desperate condition, inas- 
much as it shews then that they are exposed to its full penalty, for 
πόμα transgression which ata have committed. 
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CHAP. III. 21—31., 


The apostle having shewn that both Jews and Gentiles are all under sin, 
and therefore are obnoxious to the penalty of the divine law; having also 
declared (what must indeed be obvious from the fact just stated), that 
gratuitous pardon or justification is the only way of salvation now open for 
men ;he proceeds to intimate, that this way of salvation is disclosed in the 
Old Testament Scriptures, v. 21; even that justification which is proposed to 
all men without distinction, and conferred on all who believe in Christ, v. 22. 
No difference can be made, as to the need of such a justification, between the 
Jew and Gentile, inasmuch as all without exception are sinners, and therefore 
stand inthe same need of gratuitous pardon, v. 24. Christ is set forth to all 
men as z propitiatory offering or sacrifice, the efficacy of which may be expe- 
rienced by faith in his blood; and Christ is set forth in this manner, in order 
that God may manifest to the world the provision which he has made for the 
forgiveness of sins committed in former ages, and also under the new dispen- 
sation, thus disclosing a way in which his holy regard to justice may be 
preserved, and yet his pardoning mercy be bestowed on the penitent believer 
in Jesus, vs. 25, 26. All boasting then of salvation on the ground of our own 
merits, is entirely excluded, because justification by faith, from its own nature, 
must be wholly gratuitous, v. 27. Well may we conclude, then, from all this, 
that we are gratuitously justified, and not on the ground of merit, v. 28. God, 
moreover, justifies all on the same ground, because he stands in the same 
relation to both Jews and Gentiles, v. 29; both the circumcised and the uncir- 
cumcised he justifies by faith, v.30. But are the Old Testament Scriptures 
annulled, by inculcating such doctrine? Not at all; for (as was before said, v. 
21) they teach the very same doctrine, v. 31. 


(21) Nuvi δὲ... .. πεφανέρωται, but now, the justification which 
is of God, without law, is revealed. Nuvi, now, i. e. under the gospel 
dispensation, in distinction from ancient times, or former days.—4é, 
“particula discretiva, opposita conjungens.”—Xwols νόμου, without 
law, i. e. without the aid or concurrence of law, or in such a way as 
not to be by means of law, or in a way contrary to that of legal justi- 
fication, which rests solely on the ground of perfect and meritorious 
obedience. “Χωρὶς νόμου may be interpreted: as qualifying dvxaco- 
σύνη Sov, or it may be joined in sense with πεφανέρωται" the 
meaning in either case will be substantially the same. «1 interpret it 
as qualifying δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ, and designating that this δικαιοσύνη 
is gratuitous, i. 6. not.on the ground of merit or legal obedience. 

«Δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ, see on 1: 17.---Πεφανέρωται, is disclosed, 
manifested, revealed, viz. in or by the gospel. 

Maprvgoupern ....ngogntwv, which is testified, i. e. plainly 
and openly declared, by the law and the prophets, i. e. by the Old 
Testament, the Jewish Scriptures; compare Matt. 5:17. 7: 12. 11: 
13. 22: 40. Luke 16: 16. John 1: 45. 4 Macc. 18: 10. The apostle 
means by this to aver, that he teaches no new thing; he only repeats 
what im substance has been declared respecting gratuitous justifica- 
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tion, by the Old Testament Scriptures. Anil when he says vue. 
πεφανέρωται, in the preceding part of the verse, he means that bhi 
shall be emphatically, not absolutely, understood ; otherwise the same 
verse would contain a contradiction of itself. 

What is merely hinted in the declaration before us, Paul goes on 
fully to develope in chap. tv. 

(22) What that δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ is, which is χωρὶς νόμου, the 
apostle next proceeds explicitly to develope. Avzacoovvn δὲ... ᾿]ησοῦ 
«Χριστοῦ, the justification which is of God, by faith in Jesus Christ. 
This explanation makes it clear as the noon-day sun, that δικαιοσύνη 
ϑεοῦ, in this connection, does not mean righteousness or the love of 
justice as an attribute of God. For in what possible sense can it be 
said, that God’s righteousness or justice (as an essential attribute) is 
by faith in Christ? Does he possess or exercise this attribute, or 
reveal it, by faith in Christ? The answer is so plain, that it canngt 
be mistaken. 

Ave πίστεως ᾿Πησοῦ Χριστοῦ, by Christian faith, i. e. Ἢ that 
faith of which Jesus Christ is the object, Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ being Geni- 
tivus objecti ; for most clearly it is not faith which belongs to Christ 
himself, but the faith of sinners towards him. The meaning of the 
apostle is, that the gratuitous justification which the gospel reveals, is 
that which is to be had by believing and trusting in Christ as our 
Redeemer and Deliverer; compare vs. 23—26. Faith, indeed, is 
not to be regarded as the meritorious cause or ground of justification, 
(which is wholly gratuitous, v. 24), but only as the means or instru-— 
ment by which we come into such a state or relation, that justification : 
can, consistently with the nature and character of aaa be gratuitously 
bestowed upon us. 

Eig πάντας καὶ ἐπὶ πάντας, to all and upon all. Luther under- 
stands ἐρχομένη before εἰς πάντας, i.e. [δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ ἐρχομένη] 
εἰς πάντας. The sense is good; but the same end may be attained 
in another way. Why not construe εἰς πάντας as connected with 
negavégwrat? I am aware that φανέρόω usually governs the simple 
Dative after it in such cases; but then it is equally certain, that the 
New Testament writers often use the Accusative with εἰς instead of 
the simple Dative, or the Dative with ἐν" see Bretschn. Lex. εἰς, 5. Ὁ. 
Very naturally may we suppose, that after πεφανέρωταν the persons 
would be named to whom the revelation is made. It seems to me 
that they are designated by εἰς πάντας. , 

᾿Επὶ πάντας appears to mark the subjects, who receive the dexavo- 
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σύνη in question; which is clear from the τούς πιστεύοντας that 
follows and qualifies it. Zig πάντας denotes to whom the proclama- 
tion of δικαιοσύνη, gratuitous pardon, is made, i.e. to all men. Kai 
ἐπὶ πάντας τοῦς πιστεύοντας I should consider, then, as a parenthe- 
sis thrown in, to guard against the idea that the actual bestowment 
of justification is as universal as the offers of it. The offer is made 
to all men without exception; believers only, however, are entitled to 
the actual reception of it. My reason for supposing such a parenthe- 
sis here, is, that the writer immediately resumes the generic or uni- 
versal idea, ov yao ἐστι x.t.4., which shews that his mind is intent 
on the illustration of εἰς πάντας, as his principal proposition. His 
object is to shew, that there is no exception at all, as to the need of 
that justification which the gospel proposes. As this is plainly his 
main point, he only suggests, here and there by the way, the extent 
in which the justification proposed 4 is actually bestowed—éni πάντας 
τοὺς πιστεύοντας... καὶ δικαιοῦντα τὸν ἐκ πίστεως ᾿Τησοῦ (v. 26.) 

It is by ov eile these nicer shades and connections of thought 
in this paragraph, that many critics have come to the conclusion, that 
no difference exists here between εἰς πάντας and ἐπὶ πάντας a posi- 
tion which seems to me to be plainly contradicted by the course 
of thought before and after these expressions. Before ἐπὶ πάντας 
either ἐστέ or rather 7 éoz¢ seems to be implied; and then ἐπέ is 
used in the sense of ad commodum, for; comp. Heb. 8: 8. Heb. 12: 
10; see also Bretschn. Lex. ἐπί, III. 5. 

Ov yao ἐστι διαστολη, for there is no distinction or difference; 
i. e. in regard to the matter of justification by faith or gratuitous justi- 
fication, all men stand in the same need of it; and must perish with- 
out it. In this respect there is no distinction whatever between Greek 
and Jew; for as all have sinned, so justification by deeds of law, i.e. 
by perfect obedience to the law, is an impossible thing ; for it is 
impossible that a sinner should lay in any proper claim to such a 
justification. The γάρ here is γάρ illustrantis, the sequel being 
added in order to illustrate and confirm the affirmation made above, 
viz. that the justification which is of God is revealed εἰς πάντας. 

(23) Πάντες yao... . ϑεοῦ, for all have sinned, and come short 
of the glory which God bestows, or of divine approbation. The yao 
here is again γάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis ; i. e. it is placed at the 
commencement of a sentence which is designed to illustrate and 
confirm the preceding assertion, and to shew the reason why there is 
no διαστολή. ᾿ Ὑστερέω comes from voregos, last, and sometimes 
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means (as its etymology would indicate), to be last or inferior, 1 Cor. 
12: 24. 8: 8. 2 Cor. 11: 5. 12: 11. The passive voice (voregouvrae 
is passive) is used in the same sense, for substance, as the active ; 
votegew meaning deficio, destituo, and ὑστερέομαν destituor, I am 
wanting in, I am deficient in. The idea in our text is that of failing, 
wanting, being deprived or destitute of. 'The verb, when used in 
this way, of course governs the Genitive, by the usual principles of 
syntax. : 

ΖΙόξης tov ϑεοῦ is rendered by many, the divine approbation. 
So, indeed, most commentators translate it; and with good philolo- 
gical support, inasmuch as δόξα frequently means praise, approba- 
tion; 6. g. John 5: 41, 44. 7: 18. 8: 50, 54. 12: 43. Nevertheless, 
as δόξα very often means a glorified state, a splendid glorious condi- 
tion, supreme happiness, it may be so taken here; and ϑεοῦ may be 
construed as Genitivus auctoris, so that δόξης τοῦ ϑεοῦ would mean, 
the glory which God bestows, or of which God is the author. ‘This, 
on the whole, I should prefer. But still, as the subject is here that 
of justification, viz. acquittal, δόξης may be employed in the classic 
sense of opinion, (here good opinion, approbation), i. e. the approba- 
tion of the final’ judge of men, when they stand before his tribunal. 
The idea would then be, that inasmuch as all men have broken the 
law of God, so they cannot expect his approbation in the day of trial, 
provided they stand upon the ground of their own merits. Hence 
the necessity of some other method of justification, different from that 
which is by works of law. 

(24) Acnavovmevor ...."snoow, [all] being justified freely by 
his grace through theredemption which is by Christ Jesus. On the 
one hand, the apostle declares that all have sinned, and thus ren- 
dered a sentence of acquittal and reward impossible, on the ground 
of law. He now asserts the counter-part of this, viz. that all who 
obtain justification, must obtain it gratuitously and only by virtue of 
the redemption that Christ has accomplished ; a proposition which 
contains the very essence of all that is peculiar to the gospel of Christ, 
or which can make a solid foundation for the hopes of perishing 
sinners. 

_ The ellipsis before and after δικαιούμενου may be filled out thus: 
[πάντες] δικαιούμενοὶ [éor]. In fact, vs. 23, 24, are really two dif 
ferent sentences; while the present grammatical construction of them 
makes but one.—dwgeav, freely, gratuitously, in the way of mere 
favour. Amgeay (Heb. 52m) comes from δωρεά, donum gratuitum, 
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beneficium; and this, with δῶρον munus, δώρημα beneficium, and 
δωρέομαι dono, all originate from δίδωμι or διδόω to give. 

Τῇ αὐτοῦ χάριτι, by his grace, epexegetical of δωρεάν, and 
added to give intensity to the whole sentence or affirmation; comp. 
Eph. 2: 8,9. 2 Tim. 1: 9. Tit. 8: 4,5.— “πολυτρώσεως, redemption. 

The force of this word may be best seen, by recurring to its root 
λύτρον, which means, the price of ransom paid for a slave or ἃ cap- 
tive, in consequence of which he is set free. Ju7gdm and ἀπολυτρύω 
both mean, to pay the price of ransom ; just as λύτρωσις and ἀπολύ- 
τρωσίς mean, (1) The act of paying this price; and (2) The con- 
sequences of this act, viz. the redemption which follows it. This 
latter sense is the one which belongs to the ἀπολυτρώσεως of our 
text.— Τῆς ἐν Χριστοῦ ]ησοῦ designates the author of this redemp- 
tion, viz. him who paid the ransom and procured our freedom, when 
we were the slaves and captives of sin and Satan. The sequel de- 
fines what the writer understands by ἀπολυτρώσεως. 

(25) The most important word in the translation of the first 
clause of this verse, is ἱλαστήρεον, the sense of which must first be 
determined. In classic Greek it is equivalent to the adjective ἱλάσι- 
μος, propitiatory, atoning; which comes directly from ἱλασμός, 
atonement, pri itiation ; ἱλάσιμος, ἱλαστικός, ἱλαστήριος (the last 
three are equivalents), and ἵλασμα, all come from ἱλάσκομαι or ihao- 
fot (ἱλέομαν Att.), which Homer always employs to designate the 
making of propitiation or atonement to the gods. The later Greek 
sometimes used ἱλάσκομαι in the sense of being propitious. 

In our text ἱλαστήριον is an adjective used in an elliptical way, 
like other adjectives of a similar nature; e. g. χαριστήριον, σωτή- 
tov, τὰ ἐτήσια, τὰ γενέϑλια, etc. The question naturally arises: 
What is the noun here to be supplied after ἱλαστήριον Is it ἐπί- 
ϑημα (ἐπίϑεμα), cover; or ϑῦμα, offering or sacrifice? 

In the first of these ways, the Seventy employ ἱλαστήριον" some- 
times joining it with ἐπέϑεμα, Ex. 25:17; but usually omitting 
ἐπίϑεμα and using ἱλαστήρεον alone, in the same sense which both 
words would give; e. g. Ex. 25: 18, 19, 20 bis, 22. 37: (Sept. 38:) 6, 
7, 3, 8 bis. Lev. 16: 2, 13, 14, 15, etc. In all these cases, whether 
ἱλαστήριον has ἐπίϑεμα expressed or not, the Hebrew word is 
ὨΒΞ, covering, viz. the covering of the ark of the covenant in the 
most τῷ place, which was overlaid with pure gold (Ex. 25: 17), 
over which the cherubim stretched out their wings (Ex. 25: 20), and. 
which was the throne of Jehovah in his earthly temple, the place 
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from which he uttered his oracles, and communed with the represent- 
atives of his people, Ex. 25: 22; comp. Ex. 37: 6-9. Into the inner 
sanctuary where the ark was, the high-priest entered but once in a 
year (Heb. 9: 7), when he sprinkled the NBD, ἱλαστήριον [ἐπί- 
uo] with blood, in order to make propitiation for the sins of the 
people, Lev. 16: 2, 15, 16. 

In like manner with the Seventy, Philo calls the MED, πώμα 
ἱλαστήριον and ἐπίϑεμα ἱλαστήριον, i. €. a propitiatory covering ; 
Vita Mosis, ITI. 668. (Frankf. ed.) 

Such is the Septuagint usage of ἱλαστήριον. But was Paul ποῦ 
cessarily limited to this? Certainly not, inasmuch as the common 
Greek idiom afforded him another combination of ἱλαστήριον, viz. 
ἱλαστήριον ϑῦμα, a propitiatory sacrifice or offering. So Dio Chrys- 
ostom, Orat. II. 184, ἱλαστήρεον ᾿“Ιχαιοὶ τῇ ἀϑηνᾷ, the Greeks 
[made] a propitiatory offering to Minerva. So Josephus, ἱλαστήριον 
μνῆμα, a propitiatory monument, Antiq. XVI. 7.1. So in 4 Mace. 
17: 22, ἱλαστηρίου ϑανατοῦ αὑτοῦ, his propitiatory death. 

Which now of these two methods of construing ἱλαστήριον shall 
we choose? Origen, Theodoret, ‘Theophylact, Gicumenius, Eras- 
mus, Luther, and others, have preferred the forme Hesychius, 
Grotius, Le Clerc, Kypke, Turretin, Elsner, Flatt, Tholuck, and 
others, the latter. “‘Fatemur (says Turtetin) expositionem illam 
[priorem] minus commodam nobis videri;” after which he goes on 
to say, that he understands by ἱλαστήριον, an expiatory victim. I 
most fully agree with Turretin. But I have a reason for this opinion, 
which I have not seen noticed in any of the commentators; and this 
is, that in the phrase ἐν τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ which follows, there is a ref- 
erence to the αὖἦμα of the ἱλαστήριον. It may be said, that if Christ 
be represented as the mercy-seat which was sprinkled with propitia- 
tory blood, αἵματι αὐτοῦ may refer to this. But my answer is, that 
such an image is unnatural ; for then Christ would be represented as 
a mercy-seat, sprinkled with his own blood; an incongruous figure, if 
the analogy of the Jewish mercy-seat’be consulted, But if ἱλαστή- 
θέον means a propitiatory sacrifice, then is the image altogether con- 
gruous; inasmuch as the blood was sprinkled round about upon the 
altar, where the sacrifice was laid, Lev. 1: 5, 11. 8: 8. 

There is another way of casting light on this subject, viz. by 
investigating the meaning of προέϑετο. In the classics, προτέϑημι 
means, (1) To lay before, to set before, e. g. to set any thing before 
one for him to eat; also, to set a mark before one, or a punishment, 
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or a reward; i. e. fo propose. (2) Publicly to expose or to hold up 
to view; e. g. to expose goods, wares, etc., for inspection and sale : 
also, to declare enmity, war, hatred, etc. (3) It means, to prefer; 
which is the least common signification. In the New Testament, 
προτίϑημι is sometimes used in the sense of purposing, decreeing, 
constituting ; 6. g. Rom. 1: 13. Eph. 1: 9. So also in Joseph. Antiq. 
IV. 6, 5. 

Of these various meanings, the second classical one seems plainly 
to be that which is best adapted to our text; for this best agrees with 
the εἰς ἔνδειξεν and πρὸς ἔνδειξεν which follow. “Ov προέϑετο 0 
ϑεὸς ἱλαστήριον may then be rendered: whom God hath openly 
exhibited to the world as a propitiatory sacrifice. But suppose now, 
that we construe ἱλαστήριον as meaning mercy-seat, then where is 
the congruity of the image? Was the mercy-seat exhibited to the 
view of those for whom atonement was made? Never; the high- 
priest only saw it, once in each year, on the great day of atonement. 
To avoid this evident incongruity, one must render προέϑετο, consti- 

tuit 5 and then the evident reference made by it to εἰς ἔνδειξεν and 
πρὸς ἔνδειξιν, is lost or obscured. 

On the whole, I see no congruous method of interpreting the 
passage before us, except by rendering ἱλαστήριον, propitiatory 
sacrifice. In respect to the sentiment which this rendering exhibits, 
compare John 1:29. Eph. 5:2. 1 Pet. 1: 19. 2:24. Heb. 9: 14. 1 
Cor. 5:7. If ἱλαστήρϊον be rendered propitiation (as in our English 
version), the sense will be the same. 

“Διὰ τῆς πίστεως, by faith, i. 6. this sacrifice then produces its 
propitiatory effect, when faith is exercised in the blood, i. e. death, of 
the victim which is offered. In other words: Christ makes expiation 
which is effectual for such, and only such, as trust or put confidence 
in his atoning blood, i. e. who believe in him as “ the Lamb of God 
which taketh py the sin of the world.” 

Aue τῆς πίστεως may also be connected with δικαιούμενοι᾽ ΟΥ̓ 
with προέϑετο" but not to so good purpose, or so naturally, as with 
ἱλαστήριον. 

Ev τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ means, his bloody death; the expression 
and image being borrowed from the expiatory blood of the ancient Ὁ 
sacrifices. Faith in this blood, or in the death of Jesus, as the means . 
of expiation, seems to be the πάρι ἡρόνι: trait above all others of 
true Christianity. + aR, 

Big ἔνδειξιν... .. πρὸς ἔνδειξιν. Two questions that are very 
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important in respect to the interpretation of vs. 25, 26, arise here, viz. 
(1) Are εἰς and πρὸς used in this place as equivalent terms, and 
joined with ἔνδειξεν as designating a sense which in both cases is 
the same? (2) Is πρὸς ἔνδειξιν co-ordinate with εἰς ἐνδειξον, i. 6. 
is it arranged in the same manner, and does it sustain the same rela- 
tion to the first part of the whole sentence? As to the first question ; 
nothing can be more certain than that both εἰς and πρὸς stand 

» before the Accusative case, and before the Infinitive mode used as 
a noun in the Accusative, in order to design the intention, olyect, 
purpose, design, end, etc., of any thing; 6. g. εἰς ζωήν in order to 
obtain life, εἰς τὴν ἀνομίαν in order to commit iniquity, εἰς 0 for 
which purpose, εἰς τοῦτο for this purpose, εἰς τὸ ἐμπαίξαν in order 
to mock, Matt. 20: 19, εἰς τὸ σταυρωϑῆναν in order to be crucified, 
and so in numberless instances; see Bretsch. Lex. εἰς. 3. The same 
thing is true of πρός e.g. πρὸς τὸ ϑεαϑῆναι, in order to be seen, 
Matt. 6: 1; πρὸς παραχειμάσαι, for the sake of passing the winter, 
Acts 27:12; πρὸς τὸ ἐπιϑυμῆσαι, in order to lust, Matt. 5: 28; 
πρὸς οἰκοδομήν;, for the sake of edification, Rom. 15: 2; πρὸς evtgo- 
anv, for the sake of shaming you, 1 Cor. 6:5, et al. sepe; see 
Bretschn. Lex. πρός, III. 6. 

So far then as usage is concerned, it is a perfectly ἣν case, that 
εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξεν may be altogether equivalent. Tho- 
luck thinks that the change of prepositions (εἰς and πρός) makes 
against the co-ordination of εἰς ἔνδειξεν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν" and yet, 
in commenting on v. 30 below, he is obliged to admit, that ἐκ πίστεως 
and διὰ πίστεως are altogether equivalent. Such I take to be the 
case with the εἰς and πρὸς in question; and therefore, 

(2) I must, with Flatt, Turretin, and many other expositors, ex- 
plain εἰς ἔνδειξεν and πρὸς ἔνδειξεν as co-ordinate. The arrangement. 
of the thought stands thus: ὃν προέϑετο ὁ ϑεὸς ἱλαστήριον... .. εἰς 
ἔνδειξιν---ὃν προέϑετο ὁ ϑεὸς ἱλαστήριον... πρὸς ἔνδειξιν " which 
arrangement fully exhibits what I mean, by saying that the expres- 
sions are co-ordinate. And this arrangement seems to be plainly and 
fully confirmed, by the antithetic comparison of προγεγονότων (past) 
in one clause, and ἐν τῷ νῦν καιρῷ (present) in the other. 

Τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ, of his justification, i. 6. of the justifica- 
tion which he proffers, or of which he is the author. But here again 
is great diversity of opinion among commentators. Ambrose, Locke, 
and others, understand dezasoouvys as meaning veracity; Theodo- 
ret, Socinus, Grotius, Bolten, and Koppe, explain it as meaning 
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goodness ; like the Hebrew mp tx . Flatt renders it sanctitas ; Tho- 
luck says that δικαιοσύνη, in Paul’s writings, always means right- 
eousness or holiness; in which he is most surely mistaken. To my 
own mind nothing can be plainer, than that δικαιοσύνης has the 
same sense here as in chap. 1: 17, and as in v. 22d above; where it 
seems too plain to be mistaken. What can be more certain, than that” 
it is taken in a sense which is homogeneous with δεκοιῤονθιύμεννν im 
v. 20, and δικαιούμενοι in v. 232 

What now is the sentiment which is in accordance with this? It 
is as follows: ‘God has openly exhibited Christ to the world as a 


propitiatory offering for sin, unto all who believe in him, in order that_ 


he might fully exhibit his pardoning mercy (his δικαιοσύνη) in 
respect to the forgiveness of sins under the past and present dis- 
pensation.’ 

Is not this plain and consistent sentiment, congruous with the 
design of the writer and with the nature of facts? How or why 50 
much difficulty should have been made about the word δικαιοσύνης 

‘here, I am not able to explain. Turretin, indeed, calls the exegesis 
which I have here given, “ frigida repetitio .. . . apostolo nostro haud 
satis digna.” I should have been better satisfied, if he had given 
some valid reason for such a remark; which it is always easier to 
make than to justify. One good rule in the explanation of Scripture 
is, that the same writer, on the same topic, and in the same connec- 
tion of reasoning and thought, must be construed as using the same 
phraseology in the same sense. All I ask here is, that a maxim so 
plain and reasonable, should be observed, And where is the “ repe- 
titio” in this case? Where has the apostle before said, that God had 
openly proposed to the world the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ, in 
order to exhibit his pardoning mercy for sins committed under the 
old and under the new dispensation? And as to the “frigida;” if 
there be any one sentiment, in the whole New Testament, respecting 

’ the efficacy of the atoning blood of Jesus with regard to power and 

extent, which stands at the head of all others, the sentiment here 
developed holds this very place. It has its express parallel, only in 

Heb. 9: 15. 1 feel constrained, therefore, to differ here exceedingly 
from Turretin, as to what he names frigida interpretatio. It is as 

opposite to this, as light is to darkness. 
Ava τὴν... ϑεοῦ; in regard to the remission of sins formerly 
committed, during the forbearance of God. That dva not unfre- 


quently has the meaning in respect to, in regard to, see Matt. 18: 23, 
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διὰ τοῦτο, in respect to this, viz. the sentiment which Jesus had just 
uttered ; the same in Matt. 21: 43. 23: 34, διὰ τοῦτο, for the sake of 
this, on account of this; Mark 11:24. Luke 11: 49. 1 Thess. 3: 7, διὰ, 
on account of ; to which I may add Rom. 5: 12, διὰ τοῦτο, in respect 
to this, viz. the sentiment which had just been uttered. So Flatt on 
our verse, Ova, in Riicksicht auf, in respect to. ᾽ 

The clause διὸ τὴν nageow .... ϑεοῦ, I regard as epexegetical 
of the preceding δικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ, viz. his δικαιοσύνη was mani- 
fested on account of, in respect to, the remission of sins committed in 
former times, etc. 

Παάρεσιν (from παρίημι) means remission, passing by, dismissing, 
etc.; and therefore it has the same sense with ἄφεσιν, as we should 
expect from the etymology of the word.—IIeoyeyovorwy, formerly 
done, committed in times before. In the sense of done, taken place, or 
committed, γίνομαι is often used with respect to actions; e. g. Matt. 6: 
10. Luke 10: 13. 23: 24. 9: 7. 18: 17. 28: 8, et alibi; see Bretschn. 
Lex. γίνομαι, 3. 

(26) “Lv τῇ ἀνοχῇ;, during the forbearance of God. The unica 
of this clause with v. 26, is a mistake of Robert Stephens; for it is 
plainly connected with the preceding verse, and has reference either 
to πάρεσιν Or προγεγονότων ἁμαρτημάτων. But to which of these? 
Does the writer mean to say, remission .... through the forbearance 
of God to punish sin; or sins formerly committed, while G'od forbore 
to punish? I understand him in the latter sense; and this is the 
natural exegesis of avoy7, so far as its present position in the sentence 
is concerned. That ἐν often has the sense of during, dum est, is 
quite clear; e. g. Matt. 12:2, ἐν σαββάτῳ, during the sabbath; Matt. 
13: 4, ἐν τῷ σπείρειν, inter serendum, during the action of sowing ; 
John 2: 23, ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ, during the feast; John 7: 11. Acts 8: 99. 
17: 31. Rev. 1: 10. 

As to the sentiment of the clause, it has in some respects a paral- 
lel, in Acts 17: 30; “ As to the times of this ignorance, ὑπερίδων 6 

_-80¢,” i. 6. God forbore punishment. But in our text, the apostle 
speaks of the remission which is connected with justification, i. e. 
the pardon of sin. i 

Πρὸς ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ, the same in all respects 
as εἰς ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὑτοῦ in v.25. “Lv τῷ vov καιρῷ, 
at the present time, i. e. under the new dispensation. Thus has the 
apostle shewn, that the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ extends, with 
respect to its efficacy, to all ages of the world, to all generations and 

22 
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nations; 1. 6. that it is capable of such an extent, where such a faith 
as God requires is exhibited. The parallel of this remarkable and 
most cheering and animating sentiment, is to be found in Heb. 9: 15. 
It is implied in other passages of the New Testament, not unfre- 
quently ; but it is no where else so explicitly asserted. The sentiment 
shews, moreover, in what light the apostle viewed the death of Christ. 
If this were to be regarded only as the death of a martyr to the truth, 
or as an example of constancy, etc., then how could its efficacy take 
hold on προγεγονότων ἁμαρτημάτων, whatever it might do as to 
those who lived after his death took place? This question seems to 
suggest the necessity of ascribing a vicarious influence to the death 
of Jesus; for how else can it avail for the forgiveness of sins commit- 
ted in early ages’? 

Eig τὸ εἶναι... . ᾿]ησοῦ, that he might be just, and yet the justi- 
Seer of him that believeth in Jesus, i. e. has the faith of a Christian. 
Here again is a great diversity of sentiment concerning δίκαιον" 
some making it to signify kind, bentgnant, for which they appeal to 
Matt. 1: 19. John 17: 25. 1 John 1: 9, and the frequent signification 
of the Hebrew ΡΣ and HPp3¥. But although the word is capable 
of this sense, the connection does not seem to admit it here, as it 
would make tautology. The difficulty seems to be, that commenta- 
tors have overlooked the logical connection of the whole clause. The 
εἰς τὸ at the beginning of it, shews that it has a like object with εἰς 
ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς évdecEcv, and is co-ordinate with them. There 
seems to me, however, to be this difference, viz. that in εἰξ τὸ sivow 
δίκαιον x. τ. 4, the writer looks back.to the whole sentiment proposed 
in vs. 21—24; which is, that all men are sinners, and that a regard 
merely to the law, i.e. a sense of justice merely on the part of God, 
or he being dixavog merely, does not in itself permit justification by 
overlooking or setting aside the penalty of the law; but the death of 
Christ is an expedient of infinite wisdom, by which the full claims of 
the law may be admitted, and yet the penalty avoided, because a 
moral compensation or equivalent has been provided, by the sufferings 
of him who died in the sinner’s stead. Here then are two things 
conspicuous in this wonderful arrangement of infinite wisdom and 
benevolence ; the first, that God will not give up the penalty of his 
law without an adequate substitute for it; he is δίκαιος, i. 6. he fully 
retains a high and immutable regard to justice or rectitude, he is 
unwilling to sacrifice any part of the purity and strictness of his law 
which is “holy and just and good:” the second, that God has still 
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provided a way by which he may retain all his views of justice, and 
his law may remain without being in any measure dishonoured or 
sacrificed, and yet the penitent sinner may be pardoned, and treated 
as though he had yielded perfect obedience to it. These I take to 
be the sentiments conveyed by δίκαιον and δικαίουντα in this pas- 
sage. Bengel has happily expressed it: “ Summum hic paradoxon 
evangelicum ; nam in lege conspicitur Deus justus et condemnans, 
in evangelio justus ipse et justificans peccatores.” As I can find no 
case in which δίκαιος appears to mean either justified, or justifying, 
I must retain the sense of just in this place. 

Tov ἐκ πίστεως ᾿Ιησοῦ is like oi ἐκ περιτομῆς, οἱ ἐξ ἐρεϑείας, 
etc. The phrase may be correctly translated: The believer in 
Jesus, or him who is of the faith which believes in Jesus, i. e. the true 
Christian believer. 

(27) Ποῦ οὖν ἢ καύχησις; where then is boasting or glorying ἢ 
That is, if what I have said be true, viz. that all men, both Jews and 
Gentiles, are sinners, and can be justified only by grace through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus; then it follows, that all boasting 
of their own meriis, all glorying in their special privileges, is entirely 
excluded. This has a special reference to the Jews, who were so 
prone to boast of these things. 

Διὰ ποιοῦ νόμου; by what arrangement or economy? Νόμου 
appears to be used here in the sense of the Chaldee nz, economy or 
rule of doing any thing. It sometimes designates a mode of life; 6. g. 
Phil. 3: 5, κατὰ νόμον Φαρισαῖος. For the sense of rule or stand- 
ard, see in Rom. 7: 23, 25. 8: 2. 9:31. In the sense of economy or 
arrangement it is used in Gal. 3: 21." Acts 21: 20, and perhaps 23: 29. 
The sense is: ‘ By what arrangement, or by what rule, is boasting 
excluded 7᾽ 

Τῶν ἔργων; That is, Is it excluded διὰ νόμου τῶν ἔργων; Is 
it excluded by that economy or rule, which places justification on the 
ground of perfect obedience to the law, i. e. of entirely feats, 
those works which the law demands? 

Ovyi.... πίστεως, nay, but by the economy or rule of faith. 
That is, faith being the condition of justification under the gospel- 
arrangement or νόμος, this excludes all claims of desert on the part: 
of the sinner. The very statement of itself shews, that although faith 
is a conditio sine qud non of justification, yet it is not the meritorious 
or procuring cause of it. Νόμου πίστεως means, that arrangement 
which makes faith necessary to salvation, but which, at the same 
time, bestows salvation merely as a gratuity. 
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(28) Aoyloueda .... νόμου, we conclude, therefore, that aman 
is justified by faith, without the deeds of the law ; i. e. we believe or 
count it as certain, that men are justified in a gratuitous manner, 
through faith in Christ, and not by perfect obedience to the law, or 
by perfectly doing those things which the law requires. What is 
meant by being justified by faith, is sufficiently plain here, inasmuch 
as it is opposed to justification by works, i. e. on'the score of merit or 
perfect obedience. See remarks on chap. 4: 5. 

Luther translates πίστει, ALLEN durch den Glauben, i. e. by faith 
only. And such were his views on this subject, that he rejeeted the 
epistle of James from the canon of the New Testament, because he 
thought that the second chapter of this epistle taught a doctrine 
different from that which Paul here inculcates. I must refer the 
reader to Excursus II. for a brief view of this subject. 

(29) “H ᾿μουδαίων..... ἐθνῶν; Is he the God of the Jews 
only? Is he not also of the Gentiles? That is, why should it not 
be acknowledged, that “ the God of the spirits of all flesh,” who “has 
made of one blood all the nations that dwell upon the face of the 
earth,” and who of old was named YN) D728 ΤΡ 7)7>s—why 
should he not sustain the same relation to the Gentiles as to the 
Jews, and admit them to the like privileges? 

(30) He should; he must be so regarded. Nai, καὶ ἐϑνών. To 
confirm this he adds: énéineg .... πίστεως, since it is one and the 
same Giod who will justify the circumcised by faith, and the uncircum- 
cised by faith. Lic, one and the same; so Luke 12: 52. 1 Cor. 10: 
17. 11:5, et al— Z% πίστεως and διὰ τῆς πίστεως are of the same 
import; for both ἐκ and da are placed before the Genitive as signify- 
ing the znstrumental cause, in the same sense, in almost numberless 
examples.—ITegutouyy and ἀκροβυστίαν are examples of the ab- 
stract put for the concrete. δε 

(31) Δόμου οὖν..... πίστεως; Do we then make void the law 
through faith? 'That is, do we counteract or annul the Old Testa- 
ment Scriptures, by inculcating gratuitous justification? So I feel 
obliged to construe νόμου here, when I compare this verse with vs. 
20, 21, and with chap. 1v. where the object of the writer throughout 
is, to shew that the Old Testament inculcates the same doctrine as 
that which he here urges. So Flatt, Koppe, Tholuck, and others. 
Chrysostom also says of νόμου here: τοῦτο [δικαιοῦν] οὐχ ἴσχυσεν 
ον νόμος. The argument which renders this exegesis quite plain, is, 
that the apostle immediately proceeds to answer the objection here 
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made, by shewing that the Old Testament actually teaches the doc- 
trine in question. 

Νόμον ἱστῶμεν, we confirm the law; i.e. we inculeate that which 
entirely accords with the Old Testament, and only serves to con- 
firm it. 

How gratuitous justification can be said to confirm or establish 
the moral law, (as this text has been often explained), it seems diffi- 
cult to make out. That the doctrine of justification by faith does not, 
indeed, overthrow moral obligation; yea, that such a justification 
even serves in a most important way to promote holiness of life; 
the apostle shews in chap. vi. But his present concern is with the 
objection made to his sentiments, viz. the objection that he is weak- 
ening the force of the ancient Jewish Scriptures. Accordingly, he 
discusses this question at large, in the following chapter. 


CHAP. IV. 1—12. 


, The writer now proceeds to shew, that the Scriptures of the Old Testament 
do in fact confirm the view which he had given of gratuitous justification. To 
the question: What special advantages were bestowed on Abraham, in conse- 
quence of his peculiar covenant relation with God? the apostle replies, that he 
had no cause of glorying before God, on the ground of any external privilege 
which was his, vs. 1, 2. The Scripture asserts, that 4braham’s faith was 
imputed to him for righteousness ; and consequently that he was gratuitously 
justified, vs. 3,4. So also David speaks of the subject of justification, repre- 
senting it as gratuitous forgiveness, not as acceptance pro meritis, vs. 6—8. If 
it be asked now, whether such forgiveness belongs only to those who are 
circumcised, i. e. to Abraham and his natural posterity, the answer is, that 
such cannot be the case; for Abraham was himself justified antecedently to his 
circumcision; and he received this rite merely as a token of confirmation in 
respect to the blessing already bestowed; and in order that he might bea 
spiritual father, i.e. an eminent pattern or exemplar of spiritual blessings, 
both to Gentiles and Jews, vs. 9—12. 

Verses 1—12 may be divided into three distinct parts, if the reader desires 
it; viz. (1) Vs. 1—5, the justification of Abraham was gratuitous. (2) Vs. 
6—8, David discloses the same views of acceptance with God. (3) Vs. 9—12, 
circumcision was not, and could not be, any ground at all of the justification 
of Abraham. I have, however, chosen to connect these under one general 
head, because I view the third particular as the answer to the question in v. 1, 
and the first and second particulars as being preparatory to this, and also as 
having respect to the main design of the writer, which is to shew that the Old 
Testament Scriptures do in fact exhibit the same views of justification, which 
he has given in the preceding context. The particular introduction to the 
remaining parts of the present chapter, will be found in its appropriate place. 


(1) Ti οὖν .... κατὰ σάρκα; What then shall we say that 
Abraham our father obtained in respect to the flesh? This question 
is parallel with those in chap. 3:1. The apostle evidently suggests 
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it, as one which an opponent to his views would naturally ask. The 
import of it is: ‘ How will your doctrine concerning justification as 
entirely gratuitous, agree with the views which the Scripture leads us 
to take of Abraham? Had he no advantage from his precedence and 
privileges? Was the covenant and rite of circumcision, by which he 
was distinguished from all the rest of the world, of no ayail in his 
case?’ Such is evidently the tenor of the discourse, whether we 
suppose the apostle to put such interrogations in his own person, or in 
that of his opponent. 

Ouv, then, i. e. on the ground which you take, what can we say, 
ete.— Tov πατέρα ἡμῶν, our father, shews that the objector here is 
supposed to be a Jew. υρηκέναι, obtained ; comp. Luke 1: 30. 
Heb. 9: 12.—Kara σάρκα is a controverted phrase here. Should it 
be united in sense with τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν Or must we join it with 
évonnévat? If the question here concerned the relation of Abraham 
respectively as a spiritual father and as a natural one, we shoutd feel 
in a measure necessitated to join xara σάρκα with τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν. 
Chrysostom, Erasmus, Limborch, and others, do thus join it; and 
some manuscripts, in accordance with such views, have transferred 
εὑρηκέναι and placed it before τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν. But as the weight 
of authority is against these; as the hyperbaton or transposition, 
taking the text as it now stands, would be abrupt and improbable, if 
we should join xara σάρκα with tov πατέρα ἡμῶν" and specially as 
κατὰ σάρκα would not then add any thing to the idea designated by 
τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν" so it would seem to be more eligible, to regard 
“ore σάρκα as qualifying εὑρηκέναν. One meaning which has been 
given here to σαρξ, is, external privileges or advantages; and the 
appeal is made to 1 Cor. 10: 18. Phil. 3: 3. Gal. 6: 12, in order to 
confirm this; but these texts all plainly relate to circumcision. 2ag§ 
sometimes means, that which is external or physical, in distinction 
from that which is internal or spiritual, e. g. Gal. 4: 23. Rom. 9: 8. 
In accordance with this general idea, and with probability on their 
side, Wetstein, Michaelis, Bretschneider (Lex.), and others, under- 
stand by κατὰ σάρκα in our text, circumcision; σάρξ being frequently 
used to designate the physical member which was circumcised, or 
fleshly circumcision, e. g. Phil. 3: 3. Gal. 6: 12. 1 Cor. 10: 18. Eph. 
2:11. Col. 2: 13; comp. Gen. 17: 11, 14, 24, 25. Tholuck makes 
the objection to this exegesis, that the apostle does not undertake, in 
the sequel, to shew that circumcision was not the ground of Abraham’s 
justification, but that works were not. He also suggests, that the 
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second verse seems to construe xara σάρκα as being equivalent in 
sense to ἐξ ἔργων. Calvin renders κατὰ σάρκα, naturaliter ; and 
Grotius, propriis viribus ; to support which appeal has been made to 
Matt. 16: 17. Gal. 1: 16; but there the phrase is, flesh and blood. But 
if we consider κατὰ σάρκα as the opposite of κατὰ πνεῦμα, and 
regard πνεῦμα as designating the gracious spiritual influences vouch- 
safed to believers under the gospel, the meaning of xara σάρκα would 
then be: ‘In respect to efforts by one’s own natural powers, or efforts 
made in one’s own strength.’ This is the interpretation which for 
substance Tholuck defends. If, however, xara σάρκα is to be taken 
as qualifying εὑρηκένου, (and so the present text compels us to take 
it), I must prefer the predominant sense of it in the epistles of Paul, 
viz. in respect to circumcision; comp. 3:1, where the very same 
question is put in a more literal way. The meaning of the question 
would then be: What good or advantage has Abraham our father 
obtained, in respect to the distinguishmg rite which separated him 
from all the world and consecrated him to God? Of what use was 
1 The apostle, in answer to the like question in chap. 3: 1, shews 
that the Jewish nation were all under sin and under condemnation, 
and that they can therefore lay no claim to justification on the ground 
of external privileges. ‘The objector, however, is not satisfied with 
this general answer, but now suggests the case of Abraham as a more 
urgent one, and wishes to know whether we can justly hold that no 
pre-eminence was given to him on account of the covenant and the 
rite of circumcision. The apostle in his-answer does not deny, or 
rather he tacitly admits, that Abraham enjoyed some advantage on 
account of his external privileges. He admits the same thing e2- 
pressly of the whole Jewish nation, 3: 2. But as to the great subject 
in question, viz. gratuitous justification, Paul avers at once that 
Abraham was not justified at all on the ground of his external advan- 
tages, or of any merit; for then he would have had matter of boasting. 
But this he has not before God; whatever may be the praise which his 
privileges or his conduct in general may deserve from men. 
The particular reason why Paul introduces the case of Abraham 
here, in distinction from, that of the Jews at large, seems to be, the 
use which he is to make of it in the sequel, in refuting the assumption 
᾿ of the objector. After shewing, in vs. 2—9, that the justification of 
Abraham must have been gratuitous, the apostle proceeds to a special 
refutation of the idea that Abraham could have been justified κατὰ 
σάρκα, i.e. on account of the rite and covenant of circumcision. 
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Tholuck is therefore mistaken, when he states that the apostle has 
not laboured to contradict this groundless objection of the Jew. In- 
deed he has made this contradiction so prominent and striking, that 
one cannot well avoid the supposition, that he had this thing in view, 
when he used the phrase κατὰ σάρκα. 

(2) δὶ yoo.... καύχημα, if, however, Abraham was justified 
by works, he has ground of boasting. This seems to me to be the 
real response of the apostle, which is marked by the nature of the 
sentiment, and the γάρ respondentis, as Bretschneider calls it, (Lex. 
in γάρ). Tag is undoubtedly sometimes employed in making replies, 
with the sense of yet, however, (see Matt. 27: 23. Luke 23: 22. John 
7: 41. 9: 30. Mark 7: 28); and so I have rendered it above. But 
when so employed, something is usually implied which precedes it. 
So here the apostle means the same as to say: ‘I concede that 
Abraham had advantages from his external condition and privileges, 
[comp. 3: 2, where this idea is expressed]; it is still true, however, 
that he was not justified by any works or merit of his own, certainly 
not in the sight of God; for the Scripture saith, etc.’ When the 
writer says δέ, if, etc., he makes a supposition which he immediately 
and fully negatives. Zi ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιωϑη means, if he were justi- 

fied meritoriously, i. e. on the ground of any thing which belonged to 
him, or which he had done. 

ote . ϑεόν, but not [i. e. he had no ground of bondi be- 
fore God. Ww hatever advantage, then, the Jew might attribute to 
Abraham, he could not justly attribute that of obtaining justification 
by his own privileges or merits. So the writer goes on to prove from 
the Jewish Scriptures. : 

Οὐ πρὸς tov ϑεὸν may be considered either as referring to ἔχει 
καύχημα or to ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιώϑη. The sense will be substantially 
the same. The immediate antecedent, in such a case, has the 
preference ; and therefore I consider it as referring to ἔχειν καύχημα. 

(3) For what saith the Scripture? And Abraham believed God, 
and it was counted to him for righteousness; see Gen. 15: 6, which 
runs thus: “ And he [God] counted it to him [Abraham] as right- 
eousness.” Instead of the active form, the apostle (with the Seventy) 
employs the passive one, which for substance communicates the same 
sense. But what is λογίξεσϑαν εἰς δικαιοσύνην ? . 
This inquiry is of great importance in order to understand the 
present chapter, in which the expression mentioned is so often em- 
ployed. In v. 4, the phrase in question is exchanged for λογίζεται. 
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κατὰ χάριν" which affords a view of its meaning that is entirely 
satisfactory. 170 reckon Abraham’s belief as righteousness, cannot 
mean, that the simple act, on the part of Abraham, of giving credit to 
the divine testimony, was tantamount to complete obedience in all 
respects to the divine law, and was accepted as such. In this case, 
Abraham would have been accepted on the ground of his own meritt ; 
for his belief was as much his own act, as any kind of obedience could 
have been. To have his belief imputed or counted for righteousness, 
then, must mean, that in consequence of his belief, he was treated as 
righteous, he was accepted as righteous, i. e. he was gratuitously justi- 
fied, treated as righteous, or accepted as righteous. So vs. 4, 5; 
which speak so plainly to this point, that the force of their testimony 
cannot be avoided; see the remarks upon them. 

In regard to the faith of Abraham, (which, as described in Gen. 
15: 6, is not appropriately faith in Christ), Heb. x1. shews, that all 
faith, i. e. all true faith, is of one and the same nature, and is con- 
_ nected with the like blessings. All true faith is confidence in God; 
confidence in his declarations, whether they have respect to the 
Messiah, or to any fact or doctrine whatever. Substantially, then, 
faith must always perform the same office; for it is always essentially 
of the same nature. 

In order further to illustrate the meaning of λογίζεσθαι x. τ. 1. to 
impute or reckon, etc., it may be remarked, (1) That the word same- 
times means, to reckon to one what he actually possesses, to impute 
that to him which actually belongs to him, i.e. to treat him as actu- 
ally possessing the thing or quality reckoned to him; e. g. Ps. 106: 
31 (105: 31), (comp. Num. 25: 10—13). 2 Sam. 19: 19, μη Aoyco- 
aodw ὦ κύριὸς μου ἀνομίαν. Ps, 32: 2 (31: 2). 1 Cor. 13: 5. 2 Cor. 
5: 19. 2 Tim. 4. 16. ~ 

(2) It also means, to impute something to one which does not 
actually belong to him; to treat him as possessing what he does not 
actually possess, or as having done that which he has not actually 
done; e. g. Lev. 17:4, αἷμα λογισϑήσεται, blood shall be imputed to 
that man, i. e. he shall be treated as if guilty of shedding human 
blood ; which he had not done, for so the sequel shews: So also 
Hos. 8: 12. 1 Sam. 1: 13 (Sept.) Lam. 4: 2. Wisdom (Apocrypha) 
2: 16. Such is plainly the sense, in Rom. 4: 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 22, 
23, 24. So also ἐλλόγεν, Philem. v. 18. See the remarks at the 
close of v. 5. ‘ 

The reader will note also, that in most of the cases just cited, ¢¢¢ 
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is plainly used as equivalent to ws - and in the same sense the He- 
brew > is often used, to which εἰς corresponds. 

(4) Τῷ ἐργαζομένῳ (Midd. voice), to him who worketh, i. 6. to 
him who performs all the ἔργα νόμου, to him who yields entire obe- 
dience to the precepts of law; compare the remarks on ἐργα νύ- 
μου under 3: 20 above. “Zoyaouevm here is equivalent to ὁ ποιῶν 
τὰ ἔργα" comp. 3: 20, 27, 28. 2:15; alsov.6. below. Luther trans- 
lates: Der mit Werken umgehet; Beza: Is qui ex opere est aliquid 
promeritus. Tholuck defends Luther’s version. To me it seems to 
convey truth, but not the whole truth. Better has Turretin said: Per 
eum qui operatur non intelligimus .... eos qui bona opera faciunt, 
sed eos qui perfecté implérunt legem Dei absque ullo defectu. 

Ὃ utodog.... χάριν, reward is not regarded or counted as a 
matter of grace; i.e. itis his just due, as the sequel (ἀλλὰ κατὰ ogel- 
Anua) shews; a due in consequence of the promise or engagement of 
reward which the law contains, and not because the obedience of men 
can really profit the divine Being, so as to lay him under obligations 
on this account. 

(5) Τῷ δὲ μὴ ἐργαζομένῳ, but to him who does not yield perfect 
obedience; plainly the opposite of the first part of the verse. The 
meaning is: “ΤῸ the sinner who has not exhibited perfect obedience, 
but πιστεύοντι x.7.A., believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly,’ 
i. e. on Christ who died for sinners, and by whose death they are jus- 
tified; comp. 5: 8—10. 4: 25. 1 Pet. 3: 18. Heb. 9: 28. 

Aoyilerar.... δικαιοσύνης, his faith is counted as righteous- 
ness; i. 6. through belief in Christ who died for sinners, he comes to 
be treated or, accepted as if he were himself righteous; in other 
words, through the favour of God he is freed from the penalty of the 
law, and accepted and treated as he would be, had he been perfectly 
obedient. 

But how can a man’s faith be counted as righteousness, and yet 
this man at the same time be gratuitously justified, i. e. justified with- 
out attributing to him any merit? Is not faith an act of his own? 
And if his faith be counted as righteousness, and he in this way be . 
justified, why is he not justified as truly by his own doings, as if he 
were justified on the ground of perfect obedience ? 

These questions are very natural, and they have often been asked 
and urged. To answer them satisfactorily, we must recur for a mo- 
ment to the nature of faith and works, as placed in contra-distinetion 
to each other by the apostle Paul. 
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We have already seen (2: 20), that ἔργα νόμου, (and therefore 
ἔργα, which, in this epistle, is for the most part only an abridgement 
of this phrase), means those works which the law requires.. To do 
these works must of course mean, to do them as the law requires, i. e. 
to do all of them, and perfectly ; in a word, it means perfect obedience. 
This is one ground (the Jegal one) of justification ; and it stands on 
the simple basis: ‘‘ This do, and thou shalt live.” To be justified by 
works of law, or by works, means, of course, to be justified by com- 
plete or perfect obedience. ᾿ 

To this the apostle directly opposes justification by faith, Rom. 3: 
27,28; comp. vs. 20—22. Consequently justification by faith means, 
gratuitous justification. So the apostle has shewn us most clearly, 
by averring that what he had called δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ διὸ πίστεως in 
3: 22, is the same as being justified δωρεὰν, τῇ αὐτοῦ yagert, ν. 23. 
The contrast also in 3: 27, 28 fully confirms the same view. 

In the verses which we are now considering (4: 4, 5), this contrast 
is fully drawn out and presented to view. ᾿Αιργαζόμενος is one who 
does all the ἔργα tov νόμου, and so is entitled to the reward xara 
ὀφείλημα, i. e. agreeably to the promise made in the law. On the 
other hand, ὁ πιστεύων ἐπὶ τὸν δικαιοῦντα τὸν ἀσεβῆ is one, who, 
abandoning all hope of salvation on law-ground, i. 6. by his own 
merit, puts his confidence in the Saviour only for pardon and accept- 
ance with God. Now the faith by which he does this, is intimately 
connected of course with his justification; so that Paul very often 
speaks of δικαιοσύνη ἐκ πίστεως, and employs the phrases dexauw- 
ϑέντες Ex πίστεως, ἐδικαεώϑη ἐκ πίστεως, etc. But the manner in 
which he speaks of justification every where; the assertion that it is 
δωρεάν, that it is τῇ youre, that it is bestowed on τῷ μὴ ἐργαζο- 
μένῳ " and the direct contrast which he makes between being justi- 
fied by works, i. e. by perfect or meritorious obedience, and by faith; 
shew, beyond all reasonable question, that faith is never connected 
with justification as the meritorious cause of it, but only as a conditio 
sine qua non, a state of heart and feelings without which the gratui- 
tous benefits that Christ bestows on sinners, cannot be received. ΤῸ 
use the language of the old writers: ‘It is a mere meritum ex congruo, 
not a meritum ex condigno ;’ i.e. it implies simply ἃ fitness in the sub- 
ject of blessings to receive them, not a desert of such blessings. 

This is all plain. What then is it to have one’s faith counted for 
righteousness? This question is fully and most satisfactorily an- 
swered in 4: 6,7. It is ‘to be forgiven χωρὶς ἔργων; without meri- 
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τ 
torious obedience, without having fulfilled the demands of the law; it 
is for one ‘to have no iniquity imputed to him.’ It is quite clear, 
then, that by λογίζεσϑιαν πίστεν εἰς δικαιοσύνην is not meant, that 
one’s faith is put in the place of perfect obedience to the law, and 
counted to him on the score of merit; but that faith, when exercised 
by the penitent sinner, is a means or instrument of his being regarded 
or treated as righteous. Yet the fact that he is so treated, is a mere gra- 
tuity ; not something due to the sinner on the score of merit, a merit 
connected with his faith. Nothing can be made clearer than this is, 
by Rom. 3: 20—24, 25, 29. 4: 4, 5, 6,7. And according to these 
plain and certain views, are we to modify the expression AoyileoOou 
πίστιν εἰς δικαιοσύνην. _ Whenever faith is so counted, it is all of 
gratuity. The faith of a sinner, is not what the divine law originally 
requires ; strictly speaking, then, it is not obedience to the law; the 
faith of a sinner is a requisition of the gospel, (I mean faith in its 
appropriate Christian sense), as distinguished from the law. To 
count this faith as righteousness, is to treat the penitent sinner who 
possesses it, as if he were righteous, i. e. to deliver him from punish- 
ment and to advance him to happiness. It must of course be by gra- 
tuity altogether, that a sinner who has faith is thus treated. The 
very nature of the whole transaction shews this; for the faith in ques- 
tion is belief in a Saviour, who came to deliver sinners that were ina 
perishing condition. ‘That deliverance is of grace. Faith is not of 
itself such an act of obedience to the divine Jaw, as that it will supply ' 
the place of perfect obedience. Nor has it any efficacy in itself, as 
a meritum ex condigno, to save men. It is merely the instrument of 
union to Christ, in order that they may receive a gratuitous salvation. 


a But of this salvation we must always say, with Paul: “If by grace, 


it is no more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace,” Rom. 
11: 6. οὐ 

(6) Kudaneo xai.... ἀνθρώπου, in like manner, also, David 
speaks of the blessedness of the man. The apostle having adduced the 
example of Abraham, as being gratuitously justified through faith, 
now goes on to add the example of David, in order to shew, (what he 
had before asserted in 3: 31), that he does not disannul the Old 
Testament Scriptures by avowing the doctrine of gratuitous justifi- 
cation. Aéyét, describes, speaks of —-Maxugtopar, the blessedness or 
the happiness, the great privilege. “Qu 0 Os0¢... ἔργων, i.e. whom 
God accepts and treats as righteous, χωρὶς ἔργων, without entire 
obedience to the law, without having done all the works which the 
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law enjoins; comp. v. 5 above, with the references there. To impute 
righteousness without works, is substantially the same as to wmpute 
faith for righteousness, as we have already seen. 

From the use made of δικαιοσύνη in vs. 3—6 here, and elsewhere 
in this chapter where the same phraseology occurs, it is evident that the 
word is not to be understood in the sense of justification, (which is the 
more common meaning of it in our epistle), but in the usual sense of 

Mp ts, viz. the doing of that which is right, obedience to the divine law. 
This results from the connection in which δικαιοσύνη here stands, 
from the evident design of the writer, and from the particular nature 
of his phraseology. Paul is aiming to shew, that on the ground of 
perfect obedience (“P3 or δικαιοσύνη in the complete sense), no 
one can be saved; and that the Old Testament Scriptures teach us 
plainly, that ¢ven such men as Abraham and David were saved κατὰ 
χάριεν... οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων. But how? The answer is, that, “ believ- 
ing on him who justifieth the ungodly,” their “faith was counted for 
righteousness,” i. e. they were gratuitously justified through faith, or 
they found through faith that acceptance with God, which would have 
followed perfect obedience or the δικαιοσύνη which the law of God 
demands. In other words: Their faith was gratuitously reckoned 
as equivalent to the δικαιοσύνη demanded by the law. The nature 
of the case and the object of the writer shew, therefore, that the 
δικαιοσύνη here mentioned is a legal one; and consequently that the 
meaning justification cannot be attached to it. And besides all this, 
the phrase λογίζεσθαι εἰς δικαιοσύνην is peculiar, and shews that a 
special sense is to be attached to it. ‘To say—as counted for justi- 
fication, would make no tolerable sense; but to say—was counted 
as complete obedience, would be saying just what the plan ε means οἷν, 
say, viz. that the believer is gratuitously justified ; for through vs. 
3—6, and for the most part in the sequel, λογίζομαν is used in the 
second sense mentioned under v. 3, viz. that of imputing to one what 
in reality does not belong to him. When the penitent sinner’s faith is 
counted for righteousness, i. e. when the penitent sinner is accepted 
and treated as if he were righteous, then is something counted to him 
which does not belong to him; i. e. righteousness is counted to him, 
when it does not belong to him. It lies then upon the face of this 
whole matter, that his salvation is gratuitous, and not of merit. 

(7)" Moxagiov, happy, greatly privileged — Agédyoay, are re- 
mitted, from ἀφίημι, to remit, forgive.—‘ Whose sins ἐπεκαλύφϑη- 
σαν, are covered? a figurative expression, not unfrequently applied to 
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the remission of sin. To cover or conceal, is to remove from sight or 
notice; and sins which are left out of sight and out of notice, of 
course are sins which are not punished. 

(8) Happy the man, to whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity ! 
Here λογίσηται means, to reckon a thing to one which actually be- 
longs to him; in the sense No. 1, under v. 3 above. The meaning 
is: ‘Happy the man who obtains forgiveness of sins, and is accepted 
and treated as if he were righteous.’ Jo impute one’s own iniquity . 
to him, is to hold him accountable for it in respect to the demands of 
punitive justice. 

This verse most clearly shews what Paul means by faith being 
imputed for righteousness; for he commutes with this phrase the 
expressions, covering sins and imputing not iniquity. 'To pardon sin, 
then, and to treat with favour, constitute the essential ideas intended 
to be conveyed by the above expressions, as used by the apostle. 

The apostle has now prepared the way to refute the special allega- 
tion designed to be made by the question in v.1, τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν 
᾿βραὰμ τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν εὑρηκέναι κατὰ σάρχα; He has shewn 
that justification on the ground of merit or perfect obedience is out of 
the question; for even Abraham and David were justified through 
faith gratuitously, and not ἐξ ἔργων. No ground of boasting, then, 
could be claimed by either of these conspicuous individuals. It was 
grace only that saved them. But if it is true, in the general sense 
here stated, that salvation is altogether a gratuity, one question (and 
but one) still remains, viz. is, this gratuity bestowed only on those 
who are circumcised, i. e. on the Jews only, or is it also granted to 
the Gentiles?) The prejudiced Jew of course would hold to the first ; 

and this is intimated in the question in v. 1, and had been before more 
ait expressly signified in chap. 3:1. This part of the questions there 
put, the apostle did not directly answer in chap. m1., but contented 
himself with a discussion of the general question, whether in respect 
to offences against the divine law, and in regard to the matter of 
justification, the Jew had any pre-eminence over the Gentile. Hav- 
ing disposed of this subject in chap. τι., and fortified the general 
views there given concerning justification, by appeals to the Old 
Testament in chap. 4: 1—8, he now comes to the special considera- 
tion of the question about circumcision, which was first asked in chap. 
3: 1, and, as it had not been particularly answered in the sequel, is 
again virtually repeated by the εὐρηχέναν κατὰ σάρκα in chap. 4: 1. 
| The discussion on this particular point I understand him as now 
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introducing, by the language of an objector. “O paxaguomos.... 
ἀκροβυστίαν; [Cometh] this blessedness then upon the circumcised 
[only], or also upon the uncircumcised? 'That is: ‘Granting the 
truth of the quotation which you have made, conceding the blessed- 
ness of the man whose sins are forgiven, and whose iniquities are 
covered, still I ask: Does such a blessedness belong only to the 
Jews? Or are we to suppose that David here means to include the 
Gentiles also? Do God’s promised mercies belong to his own pecu- 
liar people only; or are we to credit it, that they are also bestowed 
on the idolatrous heathen 7᾽ 

The Jew doubtless felt that such questions must carry along with 
them their own answer, and that they would refute the position 
advanced by the apostle. So confident is he of this, that he even 
suggests that the very Scripture which the apostle had been quoting, 
in respect to Abraham, proved a limitation of the blessings in ques- 
tion; λέγομεν yoo... . εἰς δικαιοσύνην, for we say that faith was 
imputed to Abraham for righteousness. The word Abraham is of 
course emphatic, according to this method of interpretation. The 
language of the objector means as much as to say: ‘Be it so that 
gratuitous justification is the only one which men can obtain; still 
the Scripture, in declaring this, says only that faith was counted to 
Abraham, not to the uncircumcised Gentiles. Your quotation, there- 
fore, does not establish your general assertion. It only proves that 
God’s covenant people were so justified.’ 

In this way of interpreting v. 9, I find no difficulty in the λέγομεν 
γάρ" which seems incapable of any other satisfactory explanation. 
If the words are to be considered simply as the apostle’s, they must 
still be explained as virtually raising objections, or asking questions, © 
that would naturally proceed from his opponent. 

(10) The reply of the apostle now follows: Πῶς ovv ... ἀκρο- 
Gvoti¢* How then was it counted? While he was in a state of circum- 
cision, or of uncircumcision? Not in a state of circumcision, but of 
uncircumcision. In “ἐν περιτομῇ %. τ. λ., the ἐν stands (as often) 
before the Dative of condition, i.e. the Dative of a noun designating 
state or condition. + . 

The design of the writer is very plain. The objector suggests by 
his remarks, that only those within the pale of God’s ancient covenant 
of circumcision, received the blessedness which David describes. But 
this is not so; for Abraham’s faith was imputed to him for righteous- 
ness, i. 6. he was gratuitously justified, before the covenant of circum- 


184 ROMANS 4:10, 11. ᾿ Ν 





cision was made with him, and of course before he was ἃ partaker in 
this rite. Consequently the blessedness in question is not limited to 
those who are circumcised, and therefore does not depend on cir- 
cumcision. 

(11) Kai σημεῖον... ἐν ἀκροβυστέᾳ, and he received the sign 
of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith, which |he ob- 
tained] while in a state of uncircumcision. 'That is, circumcision 
was not the cause or ground of his faith being counted for righteous- 
ness, or of his being gratuitously justified ; it was merely a seal, i. 8. 
a token of confirmation (for such is σφραγίς, 1 Cor. 9: 2. 2 Tim. 2: 
19) in respect to the blessing which he had before obtained. The 
allusion in the language, is to the practice of confirming written 
instruments, by seals placed on them in token of ratification. Z7¢ 
δικαιοσύνης τῆς πίστεως might here be rendered, of the justification 
which is by faith; but the idiom of this chapter rather points us to a 
different version. There is, however, no ground for mistake here, 
inasmuch as the qualifying words τῆς πίστεως, in connection with 
what had before been said, sufficiently guard against it. 

This circumstance alone is fatal to the claims of the bigoted Jew, in 
respect to circumcision. But the apostle is not satisfied with repelling 
the enemy. He advances into his camp, and takes entire possession 
of it. ‘Abraham was not only justified before he was circumcised, 
but this was done for the very purpose of confirming the truth which 
I am proclaiming. He was justified before the covenant of circum- 
cision, εἰς τὸ εἶναι... .. δικαιοσύνην, in order that he might be the 
Father of all those who believe in a state of uncircumceision, so that 
righteousness might be imputed to them. 'That is, God, in justifying 
Abraham before he was circumcised, did intend to make him a father, 
i. 6. an eminent pattern or example, to Gentile as well as Jewish 
believers, and to shew that righteousness might be imputed to the 
uncircumcised as well as to the circumcised. 4c ἀκροβυστίας is an 
example of δια conditionis, i. 6. οὗ δια before a noun in the Genitive 
which designates state or condition. It is of the same import, when 
thus employed, as the Dative with ἐν as used above, and is here evi- 
dently commuted for it. The meaning of the whole verse is, that 
Abraham received the sign of circumcision as a confirmation of his 
justification by faith in an uncircumcised state; and this was thus 
solemnly confirmed, in order that he might be a spiritual father; i. e. 
an eminent pattern or example, to Gentiles who would also be gratu- 
itously justified in an uncircumcised state. . 
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(12) in all this, moreover, the ΜΝ éachas labaad ag was 
another object also in view, viz. that Abraham should be a spiritual 
father of the circumcised, as well as of the uncircumcised, i. e. that 
he should be an eminent example to all, both Jews and Gentiles, of 
that justification which God bestows on men under the gospel dispen- 
sation. So the sequel: Kai nuréoa .... APoaau, and also the 
Father of those who are circumcised, who are not only of the circumcis- 
ton, but walk in the steps of that faith which our father Abraham had 
while in a state of uncircumcision. ‘The ellipsis in the construction of 
this part of the sentence must be filled up thus: [εἰς τὸ εἶναι] αὐτὸν 
πατέρα x. τ. λ., which the mind spontaneously carries forward from 
the preceding clause. 'The connection requires us to understand the 
apostle as asserting, that the sign of circumcision which Abraham 
received, asa seal of the righteousness of faith or a token of confirm-_ 
ation in respect to his gratuitous justification, was received by him in 
order that he might be the spiritual father of such Jews as. imitated 
his example. ‘'The writer clearly makes the same distinction here, 
that he does in chap. 2: 28, 29. Not the literal posterity of Abraham, 
or his descendants by natural generation only, who received the 
external sign of circumcision in their flesh, were the children of this 
patriarch, in the sense here intended. 1700 walk in the steps of Abra- _ 
ham’s faith means, to follow the example of Abraham, to possess and 
exercise a faith like his. It is to such, and only to such, that Abra- 
ham is a spiritual father. 

This last clause of the verse renders very plain what is meant, 
when Abraham is called the father of both Gentile and Jewish be- 
lievers. ‘The word aN , πατήρ, employed in this way, designates an 
exemplar, a pattern, a leading and eminent example after which others 
copy; comp. for such a sense, Gen. 4: 20, 21. John 8: 38, 41, 44, 
where the devil is called the father of the wicked Jews; comp. also 
1 Mace. 2: 54. In the verse before us, the children of Abraham are 
those who walk in the steps of his faith, i. e. imitate his example. 

One difficulty remains in respect to τοῖς στουχοῦσι. The repeti- 
tion of the article before it here, seems as if the writer intended to 
distinguish those whom it designates, from the τοῖς οὐκ é ἐκ περιτομῆς 
μόνον, which by placing the οὐκ before τοῖς would: mean, not only to 
those of the cirumcision; and then ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς x. τ. λ. would mean, 
but also to those who walk, etc., i. e. but also to Gentiles who imitate 
Abraham’s faith, To this purpose the Syriac version, the Vulgate, 
Theodoret, Anselm, Castalio, Grotius, Koppe, ag others. But the 
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objection to this is, that heathen believers have already been men- 
tioned in the preceding verse; and that the writer seems plainly here 
intending to characterize such Jews, and only such, as were the spir- 
itual children of Abraham, i. e. to whom he was a spiritual father. 
The repetition of the article before στούχοῦσι in this case is indeed 
peculiar; Tholuck calls it a solecism. I regard it rather as a resump- 
tion of the sentence begun with the preceding τοῖς, and interrupted 
for a moment by the οὐκ ἐκ περιτομῆς μόνον ἀλλὰ καί. If these 
latter words are omitted, or regarded as parenthetic, and the second 
τοῖς (which is the sign of resumption) be omitted, the sentence runs 
smoothly. Nothing is more certain, however, than that anomalous 
constructions do occur, not only in the writings of Paul, but not 
unfrequently in classic heathen writers. . 





ἢ CHAP. IV. 19--Ἰ8, 


The apostle now proceeds to another illustration and confirmation of his 
assertions respecting gratuitous justification. The Jew gloried in belonging to 
a nation to whom God had given a revealed law, and looked upon the pre- 
eminence which this gave him, as a proof that God would treat him with 
special favour in a spiritual respect. The reader has only to look back, and 

re-peruse chap. 2: 17—24, in order to see what dependance the Jews were 
_ prone to place upon the knowledge which they possessed of the holy Serip- 
tures, and their superiority in this respect over the Gentiles. In order to take | 
away all ground of glorying in this manner, the apostle here proceeds distinctly 
to remind them, that Abraham was not justified by any such privilege, the law 
having been given more than four hundred years after the time in which he 
lived. Such then as are his spiritual children, i. e. such as are justified on 
grocnds like those on which he was justified, cannot regard the law as the 
ground of their justification. 

The proof of the writer's position is very striking, and could not fail to 
make a deep impression on the mind of a serious Jew. The manner in which 
it is exhibited, is well adapted to make such an impression. ‘ Abraham,’ says 
the apostle, ‘did not receive promises for himself and his seed, on account of 
the law or by means of the law, but gratuitously, i.e. by the righteousness of 
faith, v.13. Now if the possession of the law, or obedience to it, were neces- 
sary to constitute Abraham and his seed heirs of the promises, then heirship 
by faith, and the promises connected with this, would be annulled, because 
these were granted to Abraham before the giving of the law, ν. 14. The law, 
moreover, is so far from being the ground of such promises, that it is a 
means of indignation on the part of God toward sinners, i. 6. a means of their 
punishment; frit te prohibitions of the law which constitute and define 
transgressions, ¢ there were no law, there could be no transgression, v. 15. 
Such being the case, the promises are made, not on the ground of law, but 
through the instrumentality of faith, i. e. gratuitously, in order that all the 
seed might be assured respecting them, both Gentiles who have not the law, 
and Jews who have it, provided they have like faith with Abraham, the 
spiritual father of all, v.16. The Scripture points out such a relation of Abra- 
ham to all true believers, and he is regarded as sustaining such an one, by him 
who raises the dead to life and calls things out of nothing into existence, v.17. 
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Such was the faith of the father of believers, that he put entire confidence in 
the divine declarations, when, to all appearance, there was no ground to hope 
that they could be carried into execution ; so that he became the spiritual 
father of many nations, Gentiles as well as Jews, according to the tenor of the 
Scripture promise: So shall thy seed be, v. 18. 


(13) Ov yao... . σπέρματι αὐτοῦ, for not by the law was the 
promise made to Abraham, or to his seed. Ava νόμου, through law, 
by means of the law. The writer designs by it either to designate 
the possession of the law, or the privilege of living under it and being 
the depositary of it, or else he means obedience to it. I am inclined 


to give it the former sense here, on account of the of ἐκ νόμου in v. 


14, which rather designates such as live under the law, than those 
who fulfil it. 

| What the promise made to Abraham and his seed was, the writer 
proceeds to tell us, viz. τὸ xAyjgovouoy.... κόσμου, that he should 
be heir or “possessor of the world. This expression is found in none 
of the passages which contain the promises made to Abraham, Gen. 
12: 1—3. 15: 1—6. 17: 1-8. But in Gen. 15: 5 is a promise, that 
the seed of Abraham should be like the stars of heaven for multitude ; 
and in Gen. 17: 5 it is said: “A father of many nations have I made 
thee.” ‘That the apostle had his mind intent upon this text, is plain 
from v. 17 in the sequel. When he says, then, that the promise was 
that Abraham should be heir of the world, his meaning evidently is, 
that the seed of Abraham (in the sense here meant, viz. his spiritual 
seed), should be co-extensive with the world, or (to use the phraseol- 
ogy employed in another of the promises made to Abraham), “in him 
should all the families of the earth be blessed.” Taken in the sense 
now adverted to, the phrase before us would imply, that the spiritual 
seed of Abraham should be co-extensive with the world, i. 6. should 
be of all nations. But there is a somewhat more figurative way of 
understanding the phrase, to be heir of the world; viz. to take it as 
' an expression that designates the receiving of great and important 

blessings. In such a way most clearly are Ὑ NM wy? s,s 
τὴν γὴν to be taken, Ps. 25: 13. 37:9, 11, 22,29. Prov. 9: 21. Matt. 
5:5. The former method of exegesis, however, is here to be prefer- 
red, on the ground that v. 17 developes the fact, that Paul here had a 
special meaning. 

In regard to that seed of Abraham, to whom the promise was spe- 
cially made; whocan this be but the Messiah? Who else of Abraham’s 
seed was to be possessor of all the earth, particularly in a spiritual 
sense? That Paul himself had such a view = subject, is made 
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+. a quite certain by Gal. 3: 16. ΤῈ is true, indeed, that in respect to the 
os promises of a temporal nature made to Abraham, his literal descend- 
ants were the partakers and heirs of them; see Gen. 17: 8. 15: 18. 
> So also were they, that is some of them, heirs of spiritual promises. 
_ But the specific promise to which the apostle alludes in our text, 
seems to have been made to Christ, at least seems to have been ful- 

filled only by him, Gal. 3: 16. 

The promise in question was not dca νόμου, i. e. on account of 
any privileges connected with the giving of the law, for the law was 
not yet given; but it was διὰ δικαιοσύνης πίστεως, through the 
righteousness of faith, i. e. it was gratuitously given, faith being the 
medium or instrument by which it was conferred; see on 3: 22. 

(14) Ei yao....zdnoovonor, if now they who are of the law, 
are heirs; i. e. if they who live under the law and enjoy its privileges, 
or only those who fulfil it, are heirs of the promise made to Abraham 
and his seed. Jug here is prefixed to an additional clause designed 
to confirm the preceding one—yao confirmantis. Oi ἔκ νόμου may 
mean, either those who rest upon the law, make their boast of having 
fulfilled it, and so expect justification from it, (in which way Tholuck 


τὰ many others have understood it); or it may mean, those who 











enjoy the privileges and the distinction which a revelation confers. er 


I prefer the latter sense, as being more consonant with the special 
object of the apostle ; which here is, to prove that no external rites or 
ae can be the ground of justification before God. 
enevortar.... ἐπαγγελία, faith is rendered of no effect, and 
ΕἼ the promise is made void. The reason of this is, that the promise was 
made to Abraham and his seed, on the ground of faith, and therefore 
gratuitously ; but if those only who enjoy the privilege of living under 
the law, (or those who obey the law), are heirs of the promise, and 
are so without walking in the steps of Abraham as to faith, then the 
ground of the promises to Abraham is done away. Neither his faith, 
nor the promise connected with it, is of any avail; because neither 
of them stands on law-ground, and neither depends on the privilege 
of possessing the , or on the merit of obeying it. In a word, the 
ground of ju tion taken by those who plead for it ἐκ νόμου, is 
entirely diverse from and opposed to that, by which Abraham was 
"justified, and on which the promises were made to him; and if they 
are in the right, the promises made to Abraham are of course null. — 
(15) Ὁ γὰρ νόμος... . παράβασις, for the law is the occasion 
of wrath; for wh ere is no law, there is no transgression. I take 
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ἫΝ not to be an illustration or confirmation of the next pre- Ὁ 
ceding one, but of v. 13, which declares that the promises made to Yer 
Abraham, stand not upon law-ground, but on that of gratuity; or in 
other words, that they are made on condition of faith. Verse 14 φ 
assigns one illustration or confirmation of this assertion; which is, that 
on law-ground, both the faith of Abraham and the promises made to 
him would be null, inasmuch as the law (the apostle is speaking here 
of the Jewish law) was not yet given, or perfect obedience to the law 
was not yielded by Abraham. In v. 15 a second reason is assigned 
by Paul, why the promise is not διὰ νόμου" and this is, that the law 
is the occasion of bringing upon us divine displeasure, by reason of 
our offences agail precepts. If there were no law, then there 
would be no transgression or sin. All sin is ἀνομία, i. 6. want of 
conformity to the law of God, either as to omission or commission. 
Now as all men do sin, the law against which they offend (inasmuch 
as it prohibits and condemns sin) is the instrument of their condemna- 
tion, not of their justification. This is indeed no fault of the law, 
which is of itself “holy and just and good” (Rom. 7: 12); the fault 
lies with the transgressor. But when such transgressor appeals to 
ne the law as the ground of his justification, he must be told (as he is 
her e told), that the law, instead of delivering him from death, con a 
_demns him to it; nay, that its precepts, although altogether holy and 
just and good in themselves, and worthy of all respect and obedience, 
are nevertheless the occasion (the innocent occasion indeed) of the 
sinner’s guilt and ruin. The fault lies in him; but still, if ac 
been no precepts to transgress, and no penalty connected with trans- * 
gression, then he could not have been a transgressor. It is on such 
ground, that the apostle (chap. 7: 7—13) declares most explicitly, . 
that “he had not known sin, except by the law;” that “sin, taking 
occasion by the law, wrought in him all manner of concupiscence ;” 
that “without the law sin was dead,” i. e. the power of sin was ineffi- 
cacious; but still, that “the law is holy and just and good,” all 
the fault lies in the transgressor. Chap. 7: 7, seq., is indeed an ample 
commentary on the sentiment expressed in the v efore us. 
_ Admitting the truth of the apostle’s representa it follows, that 
pent who have no knowledge of law, that is, no moral sense of any 
moral precept, cannot be transgressors. This is plainly and palpably 
the doctrine which he teaches; a doctrine which is sanctioned by the 
fundamental principles of our moral nature, and essential to the idea 
of right and wrong. In common cases, we ee: any 
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man to be an offender against a moral law, unless he is an intelligent, 
rational, moral, free agent. Any one of these qualifications being 
found wanting, we absolve him from guilt. And does not Paul the 
same? But this does not settle the question when men begin to be 
such agents; for plainly they may be moral and free agents before 
they can read the Scriptures. The question as to the time when sin- 
ning begins, in each individual case, can be settled only by Omnis- 
cience. Why should we not be content to leave it with ‘ the Judge of 
all the earth, WHO WILL Do RIGHT ?” 

The first γάρ in this verse is co-ordinate with that in v. 14, 1. 6. 
each of them stands related in the same way to the declaration in 
v. 13, the one standing at the head of one illustration or confirmation 
of it, and the other at the head of another. 'The second γάρ in v. 15 
is placed at the head of a reason or ground of the assertion immedi- 
ately preceding; which is, that the law is the occasion or instrument 
of condemnation. How does this appear? In this way, viz. because 
that where there is no law, there is no transgression. The γάρ here, 
then, is γάρ confirmantis, i.e. preceding that which serves to confirm 
the expression immediately antecedent. 

(16) Because then the law can never justify, but only condemn, 
it follows that, if justification be at all bestowed on sinners, it must 
come in some other way than a legal one. Ava touro.... χάριν, 
on this account it was of faith, that it might be of grace; i.e. justifi- 
cation is through the medium or in the way of faith, in order that it 
may be gratuitous; there being no way left in which it can be be- 
stowed on the ground of merit. See the notes on vs. 4, 5 above. 
Eig τὸ sivat.... σπέρματι, in order that the promise might be 
sure to all the seed. On any other ground than that of grace or gra- 
tuity, the promise could not be sure either to Abraham or to his 
seed ; for if it were to be fulfilled only on condition of entire obedi- 
ence to the law, then would it never have any fulfilment, inasmuch 
as no mere man ever did or will exhibit perfect obedience. 

Ov to... .’ ABouau, not only to him who is under the law, but 
to him who is of the faith of Abraham; i. e. the promise is given on 
gratuitous grounds, in order that it may not fail of being carried into 
execution, and that the blessings which it proffers may be bestowed 
on both Jew and Greek, that is, on all men without distinction, on all 
τοῖς στοιχοῦσι τοῖς ἴχνεσι τῆς ἐν τῇ ἀκροβυστίᾳ πίστεως τοῦ πατ- 

“ρὸς ἡμῶν ᾿ Αβρααμ. af - ἘΠ 
ο (17) This lngpagden, viz. that Abraham is the spiritual father of 
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both ΜΝ waa Gentiles, the apostle now takes occasion farther to 
illustrate and confirm, by a reference to the Jewish Scriptures. “Og 
ἐστε... ἡμῶν, who is the father of us all; καϑος γέγραπται. 
σὲ, as it is written: A father of many nations have I made thee. 
Te9eixa σε is the Septuagint rendering of 5°nn:, the Hebrew 703 
frequently meaning to put, place, or constitute; in which meaning it 
is frequently followed by the Septuagint and New Testament, in the 
use of τέϑημε. In respect to the original in Gen. 17: 5, the only 
question is, whether the passage there means any thing more than 
that the literal posterity of Abraham should be very numerous. Tho- 
luck and many commentators so construe it; but it seems clear 
to me, that the apostle puts a different interpretation upon it, and that 
he viewed it as having reference to a spiritual seed. 'This is made 
quite clear by comparing Gal. 3: 7. Rom. 2: 28, 29. 4: 11, 12, 16, 
18. The embarrassment in the interpretation. of Gen. 17: 1—8 
seems to arise principally from the fact, that promises of both a tem- 
poral and spiritual nature are there made. A double paternity (so to 
speak) is assigned to Abraham; many nations are to descend from 
him literally ; his seed, i. e. some of them, are literally to possess the 
land of Canaan. But he is also to become the spiritual father (i. e. 
‘an eminent pattern or exemplar in regard to faith and justification by 
it) of “‘ many nations,” and in him are “all the families of the earth 
to be blessed,” Gen. 12: 3. 
Such a father he is to be κατέναντι ob... . ϑεοῦ, in the sight of 
God whom he confided in or believed. Katévavre is equivalent to the 
Hebrew 532, 3325, "22, "223, in the sight of, in the view of, 
before. 'T he sentiment is at ΥΥΣΗ͂ΝΑΝ is the father of many na- 
tions, in the sight of that God in whom he trusted or whose word he 
believed ;’ i. e. God has constituted him the spiritual father of many 
nations. The construction of the verse is difficult, at first view, and 
has given rise to many critical doubts. I regard the real sense of it 
as being the same, as if the arrangement in Greek were thus: A are- 
ναντὸ ϑεοῦ οὗ [=] ἐπίστευσε. The οὗ is to be considered as a 
case of attraction, as grammarians say. See instances of this nature 
in John 2: 22. Mark 7: 13. Luke 2: 20. Acts 7: . 1 Pet. 4: 11. 
τ John 15: 20, etc.; but in all of these cases, the noun precedes the 
pronoun which conforms to it. Examples however of the like nature 
with the present, are the following : viz. Mark 6: 16, ov ἐγοὶ ανακέ- 
φαλισα ᾿Ιωάννην,, οὗτός ἐστι" Acts 21: 16, ἄγοντες παρ᾽ ᾧ ξενιο- 
ϑῶμεν νάσωνε" Rom. θ: 17, εἰς ὃν παραδόϑητε τύπον διδαχῆς" 
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in which examples, indeed, the noun conforms to the pronoun as to 
its case. If we regard ov ἐπίστευσε as a circumstance thrown in, 
and to be mentally included in a parenthesis, the difficulty of the 
sentence will be removed. The present construction, after all, is 
somewhat anomalous, the usual order being thus: Δατέναντε ϑεοῦ 
οὗ ἐπίστευσε κ. τ. A. 

Tov wonovovvrog .... ὄντα, who giveth life to the dead, and 
calleth the things which are not, as if they were. Another contested 
passage, which I shall endeavour briefly to explain. To express the 
idea of divine, almighty power, is plainly the object of it. This it 
does by asserting that God raises the dead, and exercises creative, 
controlling power. In regard to τοῦ ζωοποιοῦντος τοὺς νεκρούς, it 
may mean generally, that God has the power to raise the dead, and 
exercises it; or, it may have a special reference to God’s promise to 
raise up a numerous progeny from Abraham, who was dead as to the 
power of procreation; comp. Heb. 11: 17—19, and v. 19 below. In 
either case the meaning is good. In the first, it is more expressive ; 
in the second, more appropriate to the special object of the writer. 

Καλοῦντος τὰ μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα is Hebraistic in its manner. 
Καλέω is sometimes employed like the Hebrew N7p, i. 8. to desig- 
nate the idea of commanding a thing to be or exist, which did not 
before exist; 6. g. Is. 41: 4. 48: 13; comp. 2K. 8: 1. Is. 22: 12. 
Comp. also 2 Mace. 7: 28, ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων ἐποίησεν αὐτὰ ὁ ϑεὸς,. 
which resembles in sense the phrase before us; also Philo de Creat. 
p. 728, ta μὴ ὄντα ἐχάλεσεν εἰς τὸ εἶναι. The reference in the 
mind of the writer, when he used the phrase before us, no doubt was 
to Gen. 1: 3, seq. The calling of things that are not, is to command 
that they shall exist, in order to fulfil the purposes which the Creator 
has in view by bringing them into existence. This latter cireum- 
stance seems to have been overlooked; and thus has arisen great 
perplexity among interpreters. How, it has been asked, could God 
call into existence things that are not, as if they were? A paradox, 
to be sure; for things that already are, we may well say, cannot be 
called into existence. But the meaning of the. apostle in καλούντος 
is not simply bidding to exist, but directing, disposing of, command- 
ing in any way and for any purpose, the things called. ‘God,’ says 
he, ‘can call into existence things that now have no existence, and 
employ them for his purposes, just as he directs and disposes of 
things that already exist; God calls τὸ μὴ ὄντα, just as he does σὰ 
ὄντα" things that now exist not, are under his control as really and 
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truly as things that do exist, i.e. they can be made to exist and to 
subserve his purpose, in the same manner as things do which now 
already exist.’ Is there any room for difficulty, ‘in respect to such a 
meaning as this? 





CHAP. IV. 18—25. 


The apostle having thus shewn that the doctrine of gratuitous justification 
by faith does not at all impugn the Scriptures of the Old Testament, by appeal- 
ing to the example of Abraham and to the declarations of David; and having 
more particularly insisted on the justification of Abraham, previously to the 
covenant of circumcision and independently of it; and this, in order that 
Abraham might be the spiritual father of all believers, both Jews and Gen- 
tiles; he now concludes the whole by an animated description and commenda- 
tion of Abraham’s faith, and by pointing out the happy consequences of 
imitating it to all who profess to be the disciples of Christ. First, Abraham 
hoped, when to all human appearance there was no ground of hope, that he 
might become the father of many nations through the birth of a son, v. 18. 
His strong faith led him to overlook his own extreme old age and that of 
Sarah, v.19; to trust with full confidence in the simple promise of God 
respecting a son, thus giving glory to God by reposing in him such an unlim- 
ited trust, and by being so fully persuaded that he would perform what he had 
promised, vs. 20,21. On this account, he was justified through his faith, v. 
22; nor was this fact recorded merely for his sake, but also for our sake, that 
‘we may be inspired with the hope of attaining to the like justification, provided 
we believe in the declarations of him who raised up Jesus from the dead, and 
proposed him to the world as the object of saving belief, inasmuch as he died 
for our offences, and rose again in order that we might be justified. 


(18) “Og παρ᾽ ἐλπίδα ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι ἐπίστευσεν, who against [all 
apparent] ground of hope, believed in hope that he should become the 
father, etc. The expression nag ἐλπίδα ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι, is what the 
Greeks call ὀξύμωρον [oxymoron], i. 6. a sharp, pointed saying, 
which to appearance exhibits a kind of contradiction; like the Latin 
spes insperata, ignavia strenua, etc. The mag ἐλπίδι, beyond or 
against hope, in this case, refers to the circumstances recounted in 
verse 19. 

Kara τὸ εἰρημένον, viz. in Gen. 15: ὅ.---Οὕτως, so, viz. like the 
stars in respect to number, to which Abraham had just been pointed, 
i. 6. innumerable; Ps. 147: 4. / 

(19) My ἀσϑενήσας, not being weak, i. 6. being strong; the 
negative form of declaration being used, where an affirmative sense 
is meant. So, “‘ He confessed, and denied not, but confessed,” John 
1:20. The a. this mode of expression, Actors (smallness, 
slenderness), or μείωσιες (diminution); because it seemingly dimin- 
ishes from the full strength of the positive form. Often, however, 
25 
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(as here), it is equivalent in all respects to the affirmative or positive 





form. 
_ Ζῇ πίστει, Dative of condition, being strong in faith or in respect 
to faith, i. e. having strong confidence. 

Οὐ κατενόησε, he did not regard.— Hon vevexowuevor, already 
dead, i. e. inefficient with regard to procreation; comp. Heb. 11: 12. 
Gen. 17: 17.—Kei, nor, inasmuch as it follows ov in the preceding 
clause. . So in Hebrew, 7 following δ means nor, Heb. Gramm. § 
358. Note.— Ζὴν ve ἐχρωσιν τῆς μήτρας Ξε τὴν μήτραν τὴν νενέκρω- 
μένην. Comp. the age of Sarah at this time, Gen. 17: 17. 

(20) Οὐ διαχρίϑη, he did not doubt, did not hesitate; comp. 
Rom. 14: 23. James 1: 6. 2: 4. Matt. 21:21. Mark 11: 23.—Zi¢ 
ἐπαγγελίαν tov ϑεοῦ, respecting the promise of God.—T7 ἀπιστίᾳ, 
through, by reason of, an unbelieving spirit; the Dative is frequently 
employed in this way, in the same sense which the Genitive preceded 
by dca would have; Winer, Gramm. Excurs. p. 71. 16. ς. 

"AMM ἐνεδυναμώϑη τῇ πίστει, the opposite of the preceding ex- 
pression, he firmly and confidently believed, or he was confident through 
belief; τῇ πίστει being the Dative of manner or means; see Winer 
ut ~ of 

“Ἰοὺς δόξαν τῷ ϑεῷ, giving glory to God. The Hebrew mit 
sim 352> means, to shew by our actions that we acknowledge any 

~attribute of God; which is ascribing to him what belongs or is due 
to him. So here, Abraham, by the strength of his confidence, did in 
the highest manner ascribe to God omnipotence and veracity. Comp. 
John 9: 24. Josh. 7:19. The meaning of the phrase as here em- 
ployed by the writer, is given in the next verse. 

(21) Kai πληροφορηϑεὶς Ore κ. τ. λ., a repetition or epexegesis 
of what the preceding clause asserts. ‘‘ Being strong in faith” there, 
is equivalent to πληροφορηϑείς here, which means, being fully per- 
suaded.— O ἐπήγγελται, that which had been promised, or rather, what 
he had promised. his last rendering can be retained, because the 
Perf. pass. not unfrequently has an active sense, inasmuch as it serves 
for the Perf. Middle as well as Passive, (Buttm. Gramm. § 123.4). So 
in Acts 13: 2, προσχέχλημαι, 1 have invited. Acts 16: 10. 1 Pet. 4: 
1. John 9: 22.—Kai ποιῆσαι, also to perform, καὶ in the sense of 
etiam, quoque, as it often is; i. 6. καί intensive. 

(22) Aco... εἰς δικαιοσύνην, wherefore [his belief] was counted ὦ 
to him as righteousness; in other words, throu is faith, he was 
counted or treated as mighteous; he was admitted to the anid favour. 
See on v. 5 above. 
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(23, 24) Nor was this method of justification and acceptance lim- 
ited to Abraham. The history of it is recorded as an example, for the 
encouragement and imitation of all others down to the latest period 
of time. ‘Those who believe in him who raised up Jesus from the 
dead (comp. v. 17 above), i.e. those who believe in what God has 
done and said with respect to the Messiah, the only foundation of the 
sinner’s hopé, will be justified through their faith, in like manner as 
Abraham was by his. 

(25) ITao<d09n, was given up, was delivered up, viz. to death, 
Matt. 26: 2.— Ava τὰ παραπτώματα ἡμῶν, comp. Is. 53: 12, 5, 6, 8. 
Gal. 1: 4. 2: 20. Tit. 2: 14. 

Ae τὴν δικαίωσιν ἡμῶν, on account of our justification, i. 6. our 
acceptance with God. Christ rose from the dead, in order that this 
great and glorious work might be completed. The primary object 
of his death is here stated as being expzatory, i. e. as having a special 
influence on that part of justification which has respect to remitting 
the penalty of the divine law. But as justification, in its full sense, 
comprehends not only forgiveness, but the accepting and treating of 
any one as righteous, it implies of course the being advanced to a 
state of glory. The resurrection of Christ was connected with this; 
for “if Christ be not risen, then our faith is vain.” By his resurrec- 
tion he was prepared to receive the kingdom given him of the Father, 
and thus to complete the redemption of those who believe in him. 





CHAP. V. 1—21. 


The apostle having now shewn, (a) That all men, Jews and Gentiles, are 
sinners; (Ὁ) That they are therefore under the condemning sentence of the 
divine law; (c) That the only method of escape from the execution of this 
sentence, is by gratuitous pardon, i.e. by justification obtained through the 
death of Christ; and (d) That all this is no new doctrine, but one inculeated 
in the Old Testament both by precept and example ; he next proceeds, in chap. 
v., to exhibit the blessed fruits of this pardon or justification. (1) We have 
peace with God, (with whom we were before in a state of enmity, being 
alienated from him, comp. vs. 6—10), and we enjoy, through Christ, free 
aecess to a state of favour with God, and thus are led to rejoice in the hope of 
future glory, vs.1,2. (2) Weare supported and comforted in all our afflictions 
during the present life; nay, we may even rejoice in them as the instruments 
of spiritual good to us, vs. 3—5. (3) All this good is rendered certain, and the 
hope of it sure, by the fact that Christ, having died for us while in a state of 
enmity and alienation, and having thus reconciled us to God, will not fail 
to perfect the work which he has thus begun, vs. 6—10. (4) We may now 
rejoice in God, ( is as truly owr covenant God as he has been that of the 
Jews), on account he reconciliation which Christ has effected, v.11. (5) 
This state of reconciliation or filial relation to God, is now extended to all 


196 ROMANS 5:1,2.. 





men, (i.e. proffered to all, laid open for all, rendered accessible to all), in like 
manner as the evils occasioned by the sin of our first ancestor have extended to 
all, v. 12—14; yea, such is the greatness of Christ’s redemption, that the 
blessings procured by his death far exceed the evils occasioned by the sin of 
Adam, vs. J5—19; they even exceed all the evils consequent upon the sins of 
men, who live under the light of revelation, vs. 20, 21. 

Such appears to me the sum of what is taught in chap. y. The difficulties 
attending the interpretation of this passage, I readily acknowledge, and have 
long and deeply felt. To the study of them I have devoted much more time, 
than to any other equal portion of the holy Scriptures. I do not persuade 
myself, however, that I have succeeded in all respects with regard to the solu- 
tion of them; much less do I expect, that what I shall propose will be satisfac- 
tory to the minds of all others. What I could do, I have done; if others 
succeed better, it will be matter of sincere joy to me. One thing I cannot 
help remarking here; which is, that any exegesis of vs. 12—21, which repre- 
sents the contents as irrelevant to the tenor of the context both before and after 
these verses, must wear the air, of course, of being animprobable one. Never 
have I found more difficulty, however, than in satisfying myself of the relation 
which vs. 12—21 do in fact hold to the surrounding context; and in particular 
how they bear upon the theme discussed in vs. 1—11. The result of my 
investigations is given, as to substance, under No. 5 above. 

Tholuck states his result a little differently : ‘‘ To render more conspicuous 
the fruits obtained by redemption, the apostle contrasts the state of mankind 
as ὦ whole, and as being in the misery of their unredeemed condition, with the 
state of mankind as a whole, in their happiness as partakers of the benefits of 
redemption. By a striking parallel, he exhibits mankind in Adam the head 
and source of our race as sinful; and in Christ the head and source of it, as 
redeemed ; and he so represents this, that redemption appears to be the great- 
est and most important occurrence which has taken place with regard to man- 
kind—the central point of all spiritual life and all happiness.’”’ (Comm. uber 
Rom. p. 158. edit. 2). Whether this summary comes nearer than my own to 
the true exhibition of the contents of vs. 12—21 ; in particular, whether it har- 
monizes better with the context; I submit to the reader to decide, when he 
shall have carefully studied the whole. In the mean time, I acknowledge 
with gratitude the important aid that I have received from the Commentary of 
the above named excellent writer. ‘ 

The reader will find a statement of the contents of vs. 12—19, more detailed 
than the above, at the commencement of the commentary on this passage. 


(1) “Zx πίστεως, i. 6. gratuitously ; by means of belief, instead 
of perfect obedience; see on chap. 4: 5 above. ‘ 

Εἰρήνην ἔχομεν, we have peace; here in opposition to a state of © 
enmity, a state of alienation; see v.10. ; , 

᾿ “Διὰ τοῦ K. δ Χριστοῦ, viz. by the reconciliation which he has 
effected, v. 11. : 

(2) Ad’ οὗ καί, by whom also.— Τὴν προσαγωγήν, access, as well 
as reconciliation; comp. Eph. 2:18. 3: 12. We have access εἰς τὴν 
yaow ταύτην, i.e. to this state of favour or grace, in which we now 
stand or are. 


_ Tholuck and some others: ‘ We have access [to God], by belief 


. 


ROMANS 4: 2—5. 





in the grace or gracious condition in which we continue.’ I prefer 
the other construction; and so most interpreters have done. 

Καὶ καυχώμεϑα, and we rejoice; i.e. in addition to peace, and 
access to a state of favour, we are filled with joy, in the hope of that 
glory which God will bestow. Θεοῦ is here Genitivus auctoris. 

(3) Οὐ μόνον δέ, ἀλλὰ καυχώμεϑα κ. τ. λ., not only so, but we 
also rejoice, etc. "This is a formula of transition, or of enumeration 
of particulars, answering to our numerical divisions in a discourse ; 
comp. v. 11. . 

Eidores, knowing, having assurance, viz. from our relation to 
God, and from his gracious purposes toward us. 

"Or... . κατεργάζεται, produces patience or perseverance. Nei- 
ther of these virtues can be exercised without sufferings and trials. 
Afflictions, therefore, are essential to the cultivation of them. They 
are not, indeed, the direct and efficient cause of patience; but they 
are at least an occasion or instrumental cause. 

(4) Aoxcuny, trial or approbation. Either rendering is correct ; 
for perseverance or patience in the enduring of afflictions, makes 
thorough trial; and the same virtue secures approbation. I prefer 
the second meaning, viz. approbation; because it more naturally 
connects itself with the ἐλπὲς that follows. Comp. doxeuacw, which 
means ἕο try, and also to approve. 

*Ehnida, hope, which springs of course from the approbation be- 
stowed on patient endurance of suffering for virtue’s sake. 

(5) Ov καταισχύνει, will not Se as the sequel shews. 
So the Hebrew, win 8d. 

“Ort ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ ϑεοῦ x.t.4. The first reason given why the 
Christian’s hope will not disappoint him, is, that the love of God [love 
toward God] is diffused {ἐκκέχυται) in his heart or mind, 1. 6. is copi- 
ously given to him; and this, by that holy Spirit which is imparted to 
him, i.e. by the gracious residence or influence of that Spirit who 
dwells in the hearts of believers; 1 Cor. 6: 19. 3: 16. 2 Cor. 6: 16; 
comp. 2 Cor. 1: 22, where the spirit in the hearts of believers is called 
their ἀῤῥαβών, the pledge of their future happiness, the pledge that 
their salvation is secure. Comp. also Eph. 1: 13, 14, Sane the same 
pi gin wy is fully expressed. 


*. 
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CHAP. V. 6—10. 


Verses 6—10 are a kind of episode, (if 1 may so speak), and contain an 
illustration and confirmation of the sentiment expressed in v. 5, viz. that 
Christian hope will not disappoint them. To shew that this is truly the case, 
the writer goes on to produce an illustration, which exhibits an argument of 
the kind called ὦ majori ad- minus ; 1. 6. ‘if Clirist has already done the greater 
thing for you, viz. reconciled you to God when you were in your sinful state, 
how much more will he complete the work, the greatest and most difficult part 
of which has already been accomplished ?’ 

In this view, the passage before us seems to be more direct, in respect to 
the perseverance of the saints, than almost any other passage in the Scriptures 
which I can find. The sentiment here is not dependant on the form of a 
particular expression, (as it appears to be in some other passages) ; but it is 
fundamentally connected with the very nature of the argument. 


(6) "Ere yoo Χριστὸς ὄντων ἡμῶν, a singular metathesis or 
transposition of the particle ézv, which belongs to ὄνσων, and plainly 
qualifies it.— Πρ confirmantis here, i. 6. it stands before a paragraph 
which assigns a cause or ground of the assertion in the preceding 
sentence, viz. that the hope of the Christian would not disappoint him. 

"Eve ὄντων ἡμῶν, while we were yet, or we yet being.— “σϑενῶν, 
literally, destitute of strength; here plainly in a moral sense, i. e. 
destitute of moral vigour, without any holy energy, in a state of 
moral indisposition. 

Kata καιρὸν, in due time, at an appointed or set time, viz. that 
fixed upon in the counsels of God. Comp. Sept. in Job 5: 26. Is. 60: 
22; comp. also Luke 21: 24, 8. Heb. 11: 11. Gal. 4: 4. 

“Ὑπὲρ ἀσεβῶν, i.e. ὑπὲρ ἀσεβὼν [ἡμῶν], for [us] who were un- 
godly. It is plain that ἀσεβῶν here means the same as ἀσϑενῶν in 
the preceding clause. 

(7) Dao illustrantis, i.e. yao declarative. 'The sequel is designed 
to illustrate the great benevolence which the death of Christ displayed. 
“Δικαίου is here used in distinction from ἀγαϑοῦ. Often they are 
synonymous ; yet they are capable of distinct use, and are not unfre- 
quently, in classic usage, distinguished from each other. HK. g. Cicero: 
“Recte justum virum, bonum non facilé reperiemus;” de Offic. III. 
15. Again: “Jupiter Optimus dictus est, id est, beneficentissimus.” 
So in the Talmud (Pirge Aboth, 5. 10) it is said: “'There are four 
kinds of men; (1) Those who say: What is mine is mine, and what. 


_ is thine is thine; these are the middling men. (2) Those who say: 


4 


What is mine is thine, and what is thine is mine; these are the com- 
mon people. (3) Those who say: What is mine is thine, and what 
is thine is thine; these are the H“ON, ie. ἀγαϑοί. (4) Those 
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who say: What is mine is mine, and what is thine is mine; these 
are the nsw.” So, by the Seventy, 1°07 is usually distinguished 
from ΤΣ ; inasmuch as the former is usually rendered ὅσιος, while 
the latter is translated by dtxavog. Atzacrog may be used (and not 
unfrequently is used), to designate a person who is innocent merely ; 
so in the Septuagint, Ex. 23: 7. Gen. 18: 23, seq. So in the New 
Testament, Matt. 27: 19, 24. It corresponds also to the Hebrew 
‘pi, Prov. 1: 11. 6: 17. Joel 3: 19. 

In using δίκαιος, therefore, as designating a character somewhat 
different from ayaos, and inferior to it, the apostle has not varied 
from sacred and classic usage. Aixovog clearly means here, one who 
is just in the common sense of the word, one who is free from crimes 
cognizable by law, one who does not defraud, etc. For such an one, 
the apostle says, it would be rare to find any person willing to volun- 
teer the sacrifice of his life. 

‘But for an ἀγαϑὸς; i.e. a benevolent or beneficent man, a TON, 
some perhaps might venture to lay down their lives.” This has, in 
fact, not unfrequently been done. The difference between the readi- 
ness of men to hazard their lives, for a man of peculiar and overflow- 
ing benevolence of heart, and for a man who merely pays a nice 
regard to mewm and tuum, is very plain to every observer who has a 
feeling heart. 

(8) Yet the grace of the gospel has far surpassed any exhibition 
of human benevolence. «Συνίστημε, commends, sets forth, displays. 
— Ayanny, benevolence, kind feeling, D217 , compassionate kind- 
ness.— Ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, in our stead, or on our account. In either way 
of rendering, the sense here must be, that the death of Christ saved 
us from that, which we as ἁμαρτωλοὶ deserved. 

(9) Πολλῷ οὖν. .... ἀπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς, much more, then, being 

. justified, i. e. acquitted, pardoned as to our past offences, by his blood, 
i. e. the sufferings and death of Christ, shall we be saved by him from 
[future] indignation. In other words: ‘If Christ by his death has 

accomplished our reconciliation, while we were in a state of enmity ; 
a fortiori we may expect that the great work, thus begun and accom- 
plished as to the most difficult part, will be completed” 

(10) A repetition of the same general idéas, in which the senti- | 
ment of the whole is compressed, and rendered prominent. Θανά- 
tov %.t.4. here, corresponds to τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ in the preceding 
verse.— Ey τῇ ξωῇ αὐτοῦ, the antithesis of ϑανάτου αὐτοῦ. Mean- 
ing: “1 we were-reconciled to God, when enemies, by a dying 
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Saviour ; a fortiori shall we now attain salvation, when thus recon- 
ciled, through a living one; i.e. if Christ in his humble and suffer- 
ing state reconciled us to God, much more in his exalted and glorified 
state will he complete the work thus begun. 

(11) Οὐ μόνον δὲ, ἀλλὰ καὶ x. r.2., and not only [do we rejoice 
in afflictions, v. 3, as tending to produce a hope of glory, which the 

- death of Christ has rendered sure and certain], but we rejoice, καυχώ- 
μενοί [ἐσμεν] in God, viz. as our God, our covenant God, our su- 
preme and eternal joy; comp. Rev. 21:3. Heb. 8: 10. Zech. 8: 8. 
Jer. 4: 2; also John 8: 41, 54. Rom. 2: 17, which last passage shews 
the claims of the Jews in respect to their covenant relation with God. 
The apostle means to intimate in our text, that all which the Jews 
boasted of, is in reality secured to Christians. 

The verse before us is not so much a distinct ground or reason for 
rejoicing, as it is a summary or consummation of all the grounds of it ; 
for to rejoice in God as our God, expresses the consummation of all 
the Christian’s happiness. In respect to form or mode of expression, 
it constitutes a diverse head; and it is one which is really diverse in 
this respect, viz. that it is more generic than the others. The phrases 
in vs. 1, 3, and 11, viz. καυχώμεϑα---οὐ μόνον δὲ ἀλλὰ xal—ov 
μόνον δὲ ἀλλὰ xoi—present the natural divisions of the apostle’s 
discourse, and correspond to our Ist, 2d, 3d, in English. 

Τὴν καταλλαγὴν ἐλάβομεν receives its form from the expression 
in v. 10, κατηλλάγημεν κι τ. Δ. The word means reconciliation; 
and such is the sense in which our English translators here used the 
word atonement (quasi at-one-ment). 


CHAP. V. 12—19. é 


That this is one of the most difficult passages in all the New Testament, will 
be conceded, I believe, by all sober and reflecting critics. As I have before 
remarked, I have bestowed repeated and long-continued efforts upon the study 
of it. Ido not say this, however, as affording in itself even a presumptive 
proof that I have at last attained to a right understanding of it; but only to 
shew that I have felt, and in some measure rightly estimated, the difficulties — 
attendant upon the nature of an undertaking to explain it, and have not neg- 
lected any efforts within my power to overcome them. 

The main design of this passage is indeed plain. It lies, one may say, 
upon the very face of it. Itis this; viz. ‘to exalt our views respecting the 
blessings which Christ has procured for us, by a comparison of them with the 
evil consequences which ensued upon the fall of our first ancestor, and by 
shewing that the blessings in question not only extend to the removal of these _ 
evil ie even far beyond this; so that the grace of the gospel has not only 
abounded, but superabounded.’ — (PPR BY eM 


& 
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Even the most unpractised critic can hardly fail to discern the general 
object, as thus stated. But the detail is replete with difficulties; which have 
been greatly augmented on account of the numerous theories formed by spec- 
ulative minds, relative to the various topics on which the paragraph before us 
has been supposed to touch. 

A full synopsis of what is taught in vs. 12—19, comprises the following 
particulars; viz. (4) Sin entered the world [commenced], by the offence of 
Adam ; and death, i.e. punishment or misery, came in as the necessary result 
of it. In like manner, death came upon all men, because that all became 
sinners, v. 12. 

(6) It is indeed true, that all men have been the subjects of sin and death; 
for that even those have been so, who have not lived under the light of revela- 
tion, or been made acquainted with any express commands of God, is proved 
from the fact, that all those who lived between Adam and Moses, were sin- 
ners, and lay under sentence of death, vs. 13, 14. 

(ὁ) Adam, who was the occasion of introducing sin into the world and of 
bringing sin and death upon all men, may be considered as a τύπος of Christ, 
in respect to the influence which he has had on others; (but not as to the 
kind of influence, or the degree of it, for here is a wide diversity); v. 14, last 
clause. 

(d) That the kind and degree of influence which Adam had on all men, is 
not like that which Christ has on them; or that Adam, when regarded asa 
τύπος of Christ, is not to be so regarded in these respects; is plain, (1) From 
the fact, that Adam occasioned the condemnation of all men; but Christ delivers 
mankind from condemnation, and bestows eternal happiness on them, v J5. 
(2) The condemnation of which Adam was the occasion, has respect only to 
one offence; the pardon which Christ procured, extends to many offences, Vv. 
16. Hence, (3) If death reigned over men because of one offence ; much 
more shall they reign in life, who through Christ receive pardon for many 
offences, and a title to future blessedness, v. 17. 

Having thus guarded his readers against extending the idea of τύπος to 
points of which τύπος cannot be predicated; and having shewn that the influ- 
ence of Christ on the human race is exactly the reverse of that of Adam, in 
respect to its kind or nature; and also that it far surpasses it in degree ; the apos+ 
tle now returns to the consideration ofthe real point of resemblance or τύπος 
between Adam and Christ, viz. the universality or extent of influence. This 
he states as follows: 

(e) As the consequences of Adam’s sin were extended to all men, so the con- 
sequences of Christ’s obedience [viz. unto death] are extended to all; i.e. Jews 
and Gentiles all come on an equal footing into the kingdom of Christ, or the 
blessings which the gospel proffers are made equally accessible to all men 
without exception; and to all on the same terms or conditions, vs. 18, 19. 
Compare, as an illustration of this last idea, Rom. 3: 23—30. 

Such appear to be the principal contents of this contested and celobrated 
passage. The sequel will present many specific and particular illustrations, 
which cannot properly find a place in a general synopsis, such as I have now 
endeavoured to give. ; 


(12) Aca τοῦτο, wherefore, therefore. So it is usually translated, 
viz. as illative; i.e. as shewing that what follows is a consequence 
or deduction from what has gone before. But in what tolerable 
sense can this be here asserted? How are the sentiments in the 
sequel here, deduced from that which precedes them ? 

A question that has greatly perplexed critics and commentators. 
Some have converted the words dsé τοῦτο, into a mere formula of 
transition ; e. g. Schleusner makes them so here; and Wahl repre- 
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sents them as being so in Matt. 13: 52. If this were admissible, they 
might then be rendered, moreover, further. But it is somewhat dif_i- 
cult, perhaps, by reasoning which is strictly philological, to justify 
such a latitude of translation as this; although one is strongly tempted 
to indulge in it, by such examples of the phrase in question as occur 
in Matt. 13: 13. 14: 2. 18: 23. 21: 43. Mark 12: 24, and Rom. 13: 
6 (where διὰ τοῦτο is preceded by ov μόνον in the clause going 
before, just as in our verse). On the whole, in view of the passages 
just cited, one might acquiesce in the meaning: Que cum ita sint, 
which Wahl and others assign to διὰ τοῦτο in such places. But in 
such instances, the ilative form of the phrase does not involve a 
syllogistic or logical deduction or inference from what precedes; it 
indicates only, that the expression of the sentiments disclosed in the 
sequel, was occasioned by what precedes, or that the sequel was sug- 
gested to the mind by that which precedes. 

Such an illation or deduction (if it may be so called) as this, may 
be admitted in our text; nay, it is altogether probable: but a syllo- 
gistic or logical one cannot be made out; at least, I am unable for 
myself to perceive how it can be made out. Admitting, however, the 
former kind of illation, we have no specific formula of expression in 
English, which will designate the exact shade of it, 1. e. the peculiar 
nature of the connection, in the case before us, between what pre- 
cedes διὰ τοῦτο and what follows it. 

Ina sense like the one just mentioned, Schott understands dca 
τοῦτο, in his able Essay on Rom. 5: 12—14 (Opusce. vol. I. p. 318, 
seq.) But Tholuck and Flatt both represent dca τοῦτο here as illa- 
tive; although they do not shew how the sequel is a deduction from 
what precedes. Nor has any writer with whom I am acquainted, 
satisfactorily done this; I mean, no one who makes these words illa- 
tive here in a logical sense. 

I would propose another method, somewhat diverse from this, of 
illustrating this phrase, which is so difficult; difficult not in itself, i. e. 
. not as to the sense in which it is commonly employed, but difficult 
here, by reason of the connection in which it stands. z/ce, as,cor- 
rectly explained by Passow, has all the various meanings of the Ger- 
man wegen, which means, on account of, because of, in respect to, in 
relation to, for the sake of, etc. Now if the meaning in respect to, 
be adopted here, the sense will be thus: ‘In respect to this,’—viz. 
ἊΝ 118. matter or subject of reconciliation, of which the apostle had just 
spoken, or in respect to this matter of rejoicing in God through Christ 
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we oka effected a reconciliation—‘ in respect to this I say (λέγω 
being implied), that as by one man [Adam] evils were brought upon 
all the human race, so by one man [Christ Jesus] superabounding 
good is effected for all, through the reconciliation accomplished by 
him.’ 

The connection of thought would then be substantially as follows: 
‘I have further to say, in regard to the reconciliation effected by 
Christ, that it enures to the benefit of all men without exception, of 
Gentiles as well as Jews; in the same manner as the evils brought 
on the human race by Adam, have occasioned mischief to all; al- 
though the blessings conferred by Christ, far surpass in deghcn the 
evils in question.’ 

Considered in this way, vs. 12—19 are designed at once to confirm 
the statement made in chap. 3: 23—30 and 4: 10—18, i. 6. to confirm 
the sentiment, that Gentiles as well as Jews may rejoice in the recon- 
ciliation effected by Christ; while, at the same time, the whole repre- 
sentation serves very much to enhance the greatness of the blessings 
which Christ has procured for sinners, by the contrast in which these 
blessings are placed. I cannot perceive the particular design of 
introducing such a contrast in this place, unless it be to shew the 
propriety and justice of extending the blessings of reconciliation to 
the Gentiles as well as to the Jews, and to set off to the best advan- 
tage the greainess of these blessings. In respect to the former of 
these designs it may be remarked, that the Gentiles, in common with 
the Jews, being sufferers on account of the sin of the first Adam, the 
propriety of extending help to them by the gratuitous salvation of 
the gospel that had been effected by the second Adam, becomes 
the more conspicuous. In respect to the latter design, it is clear that 
the abounding grace of the gospel is rendered more striking, ΜΝ virtue 
of the contrast which the apostle presents. " 

Admitting such a connection and course of thought as I have 
_ now pointed out, it would follow, that διὰ τοῦτο is substantially an 
elliptical expression here, and that λέγω should be virtually under- 

stood after it. This will make it in substance (although not in form), 
a phrase or formula of transition. That it is sometimes employed in 
a way like that now suggested, the reader may satisfy himself, by 
consulting Matt. 13: 13, 52. 18: 23. 21: 43. Mark 12:24. Rom. 13: 
6. Matt. 6: 25, where erage ὑμῖν is expressly ye as it is 
also in Matt. 12: 31. 21: 43. 

On the whole, I feel ἀρνοωορά to iit this method of inter- 
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pretation ; at least 1 must do so, until I can find one which will 
better consist with the subject of the discourse, in the preceding and 
succeeding context. Such a method is plainly consonant with the 
laws of language, i. 6. with the wsus loquendi of the New Testament. 
It has not yet been shown, so far as I am able to judge, that any of 
the commonly proposed methods of interpretation will better suit the 
context: May I not add, respecting most of them, that they do not 
at all harmonize with it? 

“Qoneg, as, of course introduces a comparison; ὥσπερ standing 
before the protasis, which seems to extend through the verse. But 
where is the apodosis? ‘The form of the sentence completed would 
be: “Ὥσπερ κ. τ. λ.---οὕτω καὶ x.7.4. But the latter member is here 
wanting. This is supplied, however, in different ways, or is differ- 
ently constructed, by different critics. 

(a) Διὰ τοῦτο [τὴν καταλλαγὴν ἐλάβομεν], ὥσπερ dv ἑνὸς 
%.t.4.; making ὥσπερ κ. τ. A. itself an apodosis instead of ἃ protasis. 
So Cocceius, Elsner, Koppe, Rosenmiller, Stolz, and some others. 

(6) By inverting καὶ οὕτως, and writing it οὕτως καὶ x. 7.4.3 and 
so making the rest of the verse which follows, to be the apodosis of 
the sentence. So Le Clerc, Wolf, and others. 

(c) Kal διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας x. τ. λ. is made the Baginidne of the 
apodosis by Erasmus and Beza; which of course they must translate, 
so also by sin, ete. 

But all these methods come short of fully exhibiting the contrast 
here, which the apostle designs to make between the one man 
(Adam) who sinned, and Christ; which contrast appears fully and 
plainly in vs. 18, 19. With the majority of interpreters, therefore, I 
hesitate not to regard vs. 13—17 as substantially a parenthesis, 
(thrown in to illustrate a sentiment brought to view in the protasis, v. 
12); and I find a full apodosis only in vs. 18, 19, where the sentiment 
of v. 12 is virtually resumed and repeated, and where the apodosis 
regularly follows, after an οὕτω καί. (I admit, however, that ὃς 
ἐστι τύπος τοῦ μελλόντος, in v. 14, is a kind of apodosis by way of 
hint). In this manner, and only in this, can I find the real antithesis 
or comparison to be fully made out, which the apostle designs to 
make. This method of writing, too, where the protasis is suspended 
for the sake of explanations thrown in, is altogether consonant with 
the usual method of the apostle Paul; comp. Rom. 2: 6—16. Eph. 2: 
1—5. 3: 1—13. 1 Tim. 1:3, 4. Rom. 9: 10, seq. Rom. 9: 22, seq. 
Rom. 8: 3. Heb. 4: 6—9. δ: 6—10. 5: 10-—-7:1. 9: 7--12.. 
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Tholuck suggests, that ὅς ἐστι τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος (v. 14) is, as to 
sense, a real apodosis of the preceding declarations in v. 12; v. 13 and 
the pr eceding part of v. 14 being regarded as a paneathaeies The 
meaning of the apostle must then be thus represented: ‘As by one man 
sin and death entered the world; .... [so] this one (ὃς in the sense of 
zat οὗτος) was a type, i.e. an antithetic type, of Christ who brought 
righteousness to all men.’ But this seems to be, at best, only an imper- 
fect apodosis, as already hinted; and withal it is somewhat embarrassed ; 
for Tholuck supposes the apostle to have forgotten here that he had 
begun the sentence with an ὥσπερ, and moreover he changes ὃς into καὶ 
οὗτος. I much prefer, therefore, the more easy and obvious solution of 
the difficulty, by supposing the existence of a suspended sentence ; sus- 
pended for the sake of intermediate explanations and illustrations, and 
completed after these have been made, viz. completed in ys. 18, 19. 
Especially do I prefer this, because this method of writing is so frequent 
in Paul. 

At. ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου, by one man, i. e. by Adam, as appears from v. 14; 
comp. 1 Cor. 15: 21, 22. The apostle cannot design that this should be 
strictly construed ; for he himself has told us, that “Adam was not 
deceived ; but the woman, being deceived, was in the transgression” (1 
Tim. 2: 14), i. 6. Eve first transgressed ; which moreover Paul assigns 
as a reason why she should not usurp authority and have precedence 
in the church. In the like way, the son of Sirach represents Eve as 
the first transgressor, 25: 24. If now it was a principal object with the 
apostle here, to point out specifically and with exactness the first 
author of transgression, how could he omit mentioning Eve? Or if 
his main design was, to point out a corrupt nature propagated by ordi- 
nary generation, then why should he neglect to mention Eve along with 
Adam; for both parents surely were concerned in this? In respect to 
these questions it may be remarked further, that either the apostle, in © 
making mention of Adam, trusted that his readers would spontaneously 
. eall to mind the primitive pair, the woman being comprehended along 
with the man; or that he designed merely to compare the origin itself 
and extent of sin and misery, (without particularizing the manner), with 
the origin and extent of the deliverance from them as wrought by 
Christ. In respect to the first of these answers, the rule a potiort nomen 
Jit seems to be applicable to the sentiment of it. Adam, as the consti- 
tuted superior, first formed, and made lord of the inferior creation ; 
Adam, who by consenting to the sin of his wife and participating in it, 
made himself a full partaker of it; is named here from the fact of his 
precedence. He only is named, because it is the particular design of 
the writer to make a comparison between the second Adam (Christ) 
and the first. The congruity of the representation and comparison 
would be marred, by naming more than one author of sin and misery. 
Nor can any importance be here attached to the fact itself, that tivo were 
concerned in the primitive transgression : for “they twain were one 
flesh ;” they were one also in guilt, i i.e. they were both partakers of the 
same criminality. The question is not concerning the exact manner in 
which the first “arma came to be committed, (for this is not here 
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any object of i investigation with Paul); but the question is: What influ- 
ence had the primitive sin, in which Adam was the most conspicuous, 
responsible, and important actor, on the race of men, as to introducing 
and occasioning sin and misery ? 

It may also be remarked, that had Adam refused to unite with his 
wife in her transgression, the consequences must inevitably have been 
altogether different from what they have now been. His act, then, 
completed the mischief which was begun by Eve; and so the apostle 
names him here as the occasion of all the evils which followed. This, 
however, does not prove that he considers Eve as less blameworthy 
than Adam, or more excusable ; for 1 Tim. 2: 14 is directly opposed to 
such a notion: but it results, I apprehend, merely from a desire of 
congruity, in respect to the comparison which he is to make, i. e. the 
congruity of comparing one person with one, one man (i. e. the first 
Adam) with one man (i. 6. the second Adam). How would it strike 
readers, if Eve had been here substituted for Adam? And this sugges- 
tion leads, at once, to a perception of what congruity demands in the 
case before us. 

‘H ἁμαρτία, sin. The sin would mean, in English, something differ- 
ent from what the Greek here means, although the article is prefixed to 
the word. Whenever any thing is named which is generic in its 
nature, but unique or single in its kind, the Greeks usually prefix the 
article to it; e.g. ὃ φιλόσοφος, ἢ ἀρετή, ἡ ἀλήϑεια, TO ἀγαϑόν, ἡ δικαιο- 
σύνη, etc. In such cases 7 δικαιοσύνη (for example) as an entire genus, 
is unique, i. 6. it differs from all other qualities of moral beings; and so 
jt has the article prefixed in order to denote this. But still, δικαιοσύνη 
may at another time be considered as a genus comprehending several 
subordinate species, such as commutative justice, penal justice, integrity, 
etc.; in which case the article would naturally be omitted. Agreeably 
to these principles, ἢ ἢ ἁμαρτία here appears with the article, because it 
appears in its simple generic nature, i.e. as single or monadic. That it 
is generic here, i. 6. that it comprehends both sinful actions and affec- 
tions, seems to be clear from the nature of the case, and from what 
follows. If Adam was created so as to be upright, and was purely holy 
until his fall, then sin commenced with his fall; sin of every kind, or 
rather of any kind; sin either in affection or action. That such a generic 
meaning must here _be given to 7 ἁμαρτία, is evident, moreover, from 
the sequel; viz. ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον, ν. 12; ἁμαρτία ay ἐν κόσμῳ, v.13; 
Comp. Rom. 7: 7, seq., where sin is pelpireauesl as comprising concu- 

- piscence, i. 6. aterm affection; Rom. 7: 15—19, where the fruits of this 
concupiscence, i, e. external actions, are called evil, i. 6. sin. . 

Bretschneider remarks (Dogmatik. 11. 48, edit. 3), that the article is 
used before ἁμαρτία in the verse before us, because it designates vitiosi- 
tas, but not peccata actualia. But surely he will not contend, that the 
article is not used before nouns employed in a generic sense, like 6 
φιλόσοφος, ὃ στρατιώτης, ὃ ἀγαϑός, etc.; which is even a law of the 

Greek language. Nor does the sequel here justify his remark ; for the 
4 ἃ αρτία, of Adam is called (v. 14) his παράβασις" in vs. 15, 17, and 
— in v. 19, his παρακοή" all of which implies peecatum 
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αὐϑδαίο: viz. thle eating of ae forbidden fruit. It must be evident, also, 
that if actual sin is the fruit and consequence of vitiositas, and if this last 
entered the world by the act of Adam, then sin in its generic sense must 
have entered the world δι᾽ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου, i. 6. by Adam’s offence. 


Eig τὸν κόσμον, into the world, i.e. among men, into the world 
of human beings; comp. Matt. 26:13. 2 Pet. 2: 5. 3:6. Matt. 13: 
38. John 1: 10. 3: 16, 17. 16: 33. 2 Cor. 1: 12. Comp. also ἔρχεσ- 
Oat εἰς τὸν κόσμον, John 6: 14. 9: 39. 11: 27. 12: 46. Heb. 10: 5. 
That the right explanation of κόσμος is given above, is confirmed by 
v. 18, where εἰς πάντας ἀνθρώπους is a substitute for it, and one of 
equivalent import. 

Eon, entered into, invaded. So the Latin invadere terram vel 
provinciam, etc.; and so εἰσέρχομαν in Mark 3: 27. Acts 20: 29. 
The representation is full of vivacity; for stm is here personified, and 
represented as invading the human race, in the first transgression of 
Adam. Compare also the expressions in Wisd. 2:24, gdovm δὲ 
διαβόλου ϑάνατος εἰσῆλϑεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον" 14: 14, κενοδοξίᾳ 
γὰρ ἀνθρώπων [εἰδωλολατρεία)] εἰσὴ λϑεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον. 

Kai διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, and by sin, i. 6. through the instrumental- 
ity of sin; or rather, by reason of sin, in consequence of sin, on ac- 
count of sin; Ova being usually employed in this, sense, when put 
before the Genitive. Ἷ : 

Θάνατος, death. But what death? That of the body, or of the 
soul, or of both? In other words: Is temporal evil here meant, or 
eternal, or both? 

The answer must be sought for, first of all, in the usws loquendi of 
the author himself. In the context we have his own explanation of 
ϑάνατος. Inv. 15, death (ἀπέϑανον) stands opposed to χάρες τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ καὶ ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι. Inv. 17, it stands opposed to τὴν 
περισσείαν τῆς χάριτος καὶ τῆς δωρεᾶς τῆς δικαιοσύνης. Inv. 21, 
it stands opposed to ζωὴν αὐονέον. In chap. 6: 23, ϑάνατος is di- 
rectly contrasted with ζωὴ αἰώνιος. That ϑάνατος, then, by the 
usus loquendi of Paul, does sometimes mean a death which is the op- 
posite of eternal life or happiness, is here made certain. 

_In the like sense, i. 6. as used to designate the penalty of sin, the 
reader may find ϑάνατος, in Rom. 1: 32. 6: 21. 6: 16. 7: 5. 7: 10. 

7: 13. 7: 24. 8: 9. 8: 6. 2 Cor. 9: 16. 7: 10. 2 Tim. 1: 10. Heb. 
‘ 14. nee 

This 1 usage agrees with that of other sacred writers in the New 
Testament; 6. g. John 8: 51. 5: 24. James 1:15. 1 John 3: 14. Rev. 
2: 11. 20: 6. 20: 14. “, 
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In like manner we find it used in the Old Testament; e. g. Deut. 
30: 15. Jer. 21: 8 (comp. Sirach 15: 7). Prov. 5: 5.. 8: 36. 11: 19. 
12: 28. Ezek. 33: 11. ἂν 
In the same way the verb to die is employed; e. g. by Paul, Rom. 
8:13; by John, 6: 50. 11: 26. 8:21. So in the Old Testament; 
e.g. Ezek. 18: 4. 18: 20. 18:17. 18:21. 18:24. 18: 28. 18: 32. 
Prov. 15:10. Ezek. 33: 8. 33: 11. 33: 14. 33:15. Prov. 23: 19. 
Must not this be the sense, also, in Gen. 2: 17. 3: 3, 42 
If any one now will carefully investigate all these examples, he will 
find that in many cases it is quite impossible to limit the word death, 
so as to make it signify no more than the dissolution of the body or 
temporal death. EE. g. John 8:51, “If any man shall keep my saying, ey 
he shall never see death. John 5:24, ‘He that heareth my words — 
. ts passed from death unto life.’ John 11: 26, ‘Whosoever .. . 
believeth in me, shall never die.’ Ezek. 18: 28, ‘He... . that turn- 
eth away from his transgressions... . shall surely live, he shall not 
die ;’ and to the same effect in many of the other passages quoted; to ἡ 
which it would be easy to add many more. " 
| That the wsus loquendi, then, permits ϑάνατος to be construed as 
| designating the whole penalty of sin, there can be no good ground of 
doubt. The only question now is: Whether ϑάνατος is employed in 
i this sense, in the passage before us ? 
The antithesis in vs. 15, 17, 21, and 6: 23, as produced above, 
would seem to go far toward a final ἜΗΝ of this question. In- 
deed, I see no philological escape from the conclusion, that death in 
the sense of penalty for sin in its full measure, must be regarded ‘as 
the meaning of the writer here. 





But is there any thing in the nature of the case, which goes to shew 
that death should here have a limited meaning given to it; in other 
words, that it should be construed as sipiris only: the death of the 
body ? 

What then is the nature of the case? It is this, viz. that as con- 
demnation [κατάκριμα] came upon all men by the offence of one man 
(Adam), so by the obedience of one (Christ) all men have access to 
δικαίωσις εἰς ζωήν, v. 18. Now as ζωή is here plainly the antithesis of 
ϑάνατος [κατάκριμα], we have only to inquire what must be the mean- _ 
ing of ζωή, in order to obtain that of ϑάνατος. But in respect to this 
there can surely be no doubt. Ζωή means the blessings procured by a 
Saviour’s death, viz. all the holiness and happiness which this intro- 
duces. But certainly these blessings are not limited to the resurrection 
of the body. I do not deny that such a resurrection is a blessing to the 
righteous; for so the apostle plainly considers it in 1 Cor. xv.; or rather, 
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I would say, it is a thing preparatory to the bestowment of blessings. 

But it must be remembered, that the wicked will be raised from the 

dead as truly as the righteous; yet no one will count this a blessing to 
Ca them. It is only a preparation for augmented misery. 

It cannot be then, that @ resurrection from the dead, in itself consid- 
ered, is δικαίωσις ζωῆς" and therefore a state of temporal death is not the 
antithesis, i. 6. is not the evil from which it is the main object of Christ 
to deliver us. A resurrection from this is a good or an evil, just as the 
case may be in regard to the moral character of him who is the subject 
of it. 

Does Christ then deliver from the suffering itself of temporal death ? 

_ A formal answer to this is unnecessary, since all men without distinction 
_ are mortal and die. 
One thing, however, should be said in reference to this; which is, 
_ that ‘the sting of death’ is taken away through the hopes inapined by a 
-Saviour’s blood ; and that in this way the evil is greatly mitigated to 
those who have true hope in Christ. 

I remark, once more, that the penalty of all sin, is evil both of body 
and soul. “The soul that sinneth shall die.” Now if Adam’s first sin 
was a real sin, and a fortiori if it was one of the greatest of all sins (as 
we surely have much reason to conclude when we consider its conse- 

Denes; then death in its most extensive sense must have been the 
penalty attached to it. What reason can be given why other less sins 
are punishable with death in the enlarged sense of this word, and yet 
that the sin of Adam was not punishable in the like way? Was he not 
the more culpable, who fell from a state of entire holiness ? 

Finally, the apostle, when he comes to point out the dissimilitude 
between Adam’s offence and its consequences, and the obedience of 
Christ and its consequences, (as he does in vs. 15—17), opposes the 
κρίμα occasioned by Adam to the δικαίωμα effected by Christ, v. 16 ; 
and the ϑάνατος introduced by the former to the βασιλεύειν ἐν tus 
accomplished by the latter, v. 17. Now as δικαέωμα is not, in its more 
important sense, a deliverance from temporal death, nor the reigning im 
life merely a deliverance from mortality ; so temporal death ae 
with any good appearance of reason, be understood here as the essentia. 
meaning of ϑάνατος. That ϑάνατος includes this among other evils, I 
would not by any means be understood to deny; for 1 Cor, 15: 22 
shews, that Paul clearly held the death of the body to have been 
introduced by Adam. But that this was the prominent evil in his mind, 
so much so as to be here named as the principal thing which constituted 
the penalty threatened to our first parents, has, I trust, been rendered 
sufficiently improbable, by the considerations above stated. See Ex- 
cursus IIT. 


Kai οὕτως, and thus, or and in like manner. An important 
inquiry may be here raised, viz. Does the apostle mean to say: ‘ In 
consequence of sin’s entering the world and death by sin, through the 
transgression of Adam—as the natural and necessary, at least the 
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established consequence of this—sin and death came upon all other 
men ;’ in other words, does he mean to say that ‘the coming of sin 
and death upon all other men, was occasioned by Adam’s committing 
sin and incurring death?’ Or does he mean thus: ‘As it was with 
Adam, when he sinned and death came upon him in consequence of 
it, so it is with all other men, 1. 6. they sin, and death in like manner 
comes upon them?’ 

The former meaning implies a spectal connection between Adam 
and his posterity, and a speczal influence of his crime and condemna- 
tion upon their sin and condemnation; the latter contains no such 
implication, but merely avers that all who sin, whether Adam or his 
posterity, fall under sentence of condemnation. The word οὕτως is 
capable of either interpretation; as it means either hoc modo, hac 
ratione, or similiter, simili modo. Which of these is the sense that 
the writer here means to express, we shall be enabled to inquire more 
advantageously, when we have gone through with the remaining 
words of the verse. 

"Ly ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον, because that all ie sinned. Another 
method of rendering this has often been urged, viz. Iv wHom all have 
sinned. So the Vulgate; and so, after this, Augustine, Beza, Calix- 
tus, E. Schmidt, Calovius, Quenstedt, Raphelius, et alii. But the 
objections to translating ἐφ᾿ by in quo, in whom, are weighty ; for, 
(1) If ᾧ be made a mase. relative pronoun here, there is no antece- 
dent for it within any probable limits. *“4v@gazov lies too far back ; 
and ϑάνατος as an antecedent, would make no tolerable sense. (2) 
‘Eni ᾧ (ἐφ᾽ ᾧ) does not, by Greek usage, mean in whom; ἐν @ 
would of course be the proper expression for this. So Thomas Ma- 
gister, ἐφ᾽ ᾧ, didze. Comp. 2 Cor. 5:4. (8) The assertion ἐφ᾽ ᾧ 
πάντες ἥμαρτον, is dwelt upon and explained in vs. 13, 14; and in 
these verses, men’s own personal sins are spoken of (as we shall 
hereafter see), not those of another which are laid to their charge. 
If this explanation be admitted, then ἐφ᾽ @ cannot here mean in 
whom. (4) If ἐφ᾽ ᾧ could be bropedy taken as equivalent to ἔν ᾧ, 
(and so much is true, viz, that ἐπί and ἐν are beyond all doubt fre- 
quently commuted as to sense in the New Testament), yet the whole 
phrase, viz. ἁμαρτάνειν ἐπί teve, meaning to sin in one or by one, is 
without any example, that I can find, to support it. How can it then 
be here adopted, against the usual idiom of the Greek language, and 
against another and preferable sense? 

| On the other hand; agreeably with the rendering hecianiie that, or 


rd 
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ον that, is the version of the Syriac, the commentaries of Theodoret, 
Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, Flatt, Tholuck, Schott, and a 
multitude of others, together with our English version. 

Grotius, indeed, proposes another rendering, viz. per quem. That 
ἐπί has not unfrequently the sense of causd, propter, gratid, there 
can be no ground of philological doubt; see Luke 5: 5. 9: 48. Acts 
3: 16. 1 Cor.8: 11. But what would be the sense of ‘ all have sinned 
Sor the sake of Adam?’ It makes it more tolerable, however, to 
translate thus: ‘By reason of Adam, i. e. through his transgression, 
all men have sinned.’ But if the writer had meant here to say this, 
he could hardly have avoided saying dc’ οὗ for in the same way he 
continually employs διά, in the paragraph under examination ; e. g. 
in vs. 12, 16, 17, 18, 19, no less than nine times. 

On the whole, we can have no reasonable ground of doubt here, 
that ἐφ᾽ ᾧ means because that, or for that, as our English version has 
it. Augustine, indeed, does strenuously contend for the Vulgate 





» rendering in quo; for on this he builds his views of original sin. 


Accordingly he says: “ Fuerunt enim omnes ratione seminis in 
lumbis Adam quando damnatus est; et ideo sine illis damnatus non 
est: quemadmodum fuerunt Israelite in lumbis Abrahe, quando 
decimatus est,” [Heb. VII. 9, 10]; contra Jul. Pelag. V. 12. And 
again: “In Adam omnes tunc peccaverunt, quando in ejus natura, 
_ ilé insita vi qua eos gignere poterat, adhuc omnes ille unus fuerunt,” 
De pecc. merit. et rem. III. 7. The same unity with Adam has 
Pres. Edwards laboured to establish, in Part IV. chap. 3 of his work 
on Original Sin; where he has argued, that the identity of one and 
the same individual is merely an effect of “an arbitrary divine con- 
stitution ;” and that unity may as well be predicated of each individ- 
ual of the human race with Adam their common ancestor, as of any 
individual with himself at different points of time; unity in both cases 
being merely a matter of “ sovereign and arbitrary appointment.” In 
the like way with Jerome, moreover, did Origen and Ambrose think ; 
and the Schoolmen have speculated ad nauseam on this subject. 

Tlavreg ἥμαρτον, all have sinned. But how? In their own 
proper persons? Or in Adam? Or is it merely the meaning of 
ἥμαρτον here, that men are treated as sinners? 

This last opinion Storr maintains; and he appeals to Gen. 44: 32, 
‘nko, then I will bear the blame, i.e. I will be treated as a sin- 
ner. He also refers to Job 9: 29, ywY7N DN; which however does 
not support the appeal. Grotius also appeals to Gen. 31: 27 and Job 


$2, 
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6: 24 (1), for the like purpose ; but without ground. And although, 
if an exigency of the passage demanded it, ἥμαρτον might be ren- 
dered are treated as sinners (comp. 1 K. 1:21); yet mo such exigency 
occurs here, as vs. 13, 14 shew; for in these (which are plainly. 
explanatory of the latter part of v. 12), the writer labours to prove 
that men are themselves actual sinners, not merely sinners in Adam; 
as we shall see in the sequel. Besides, it is a good rule of interpreta- 
tion, never to depart from the uswal sense of words unless there is an 
imperious reason for it; and the usual sense of ἁμαρτάνω, is not ne 
be treated as a sinner. By, 
There remain, then, only the other two methods of construing 
ἥμαρτον, which are adverted to in the first and second questions 
above. But the second method, viz. that all men have sinned 1N 
Adam, cannot be admitted here, for reasons already stated above; it 
can be admitted only in a case of philological necessity, which does 
not occur here. There remains, therefore, only the first plain and 
simple method of interpretation, viz. all men have sinned in their 
own persons; all men have themselves incurred the guilt of sin, and 
so subjected themselves to its penalty; or at least, all men are them- Ὁ 
selves sinners, and so are liable to death. 


Τ am aware that a different sense has been given to πάντες ἥμαρτον 
here, by many of the most respectable commentators. They regard it “χα 
as meaning that all have sinned in Adam, or at least, that through him Fea 

‘they have become sinners; and they appeal to vs. 17—19 in support of ἢ 
this sentiment. And it must be confessed, that there is no more ground — 

‘for objection to the sentiment which the expression thus construed would F 
convey, than there is to the sentiment in vs. 17—19. It is not on this 
ground, that I hesitate to receive this interpretation. It is because fs 
are philological difficulties involved in such an exegesis, which I s 
way of satisfactorily removing. Vs. 13 and 14 seem plainly to recog 
nize such sin as that of which men are personally and actually guilty; 
yea, a sin different in some important respects from t at of Adam’ 5 first ’ 
transgression, eee . ἐπὶ τοὺς i 7 ἁμαρτήσαντας ἐπὶ τῷ ὁμοιώματι τὴς σαρ- 
αβάσεως ᾿Αδάμ. This : ‘Ss ἃ sin, moreover, on account of which “death 
reigned over them.” But if this sin were the very sin of Adam, im- 
puted to them, and not their own actual sin; if it were his sin propa- 
gated to them (as the usual sentiment respecting original sin is); then 
how could it be, that death came upon them, although they had not 
sinned after the likeness of Adam’s transgression? ‘So far from this 
must it be, that Adam’s sin is their very sin, and the ground why = 

reigns over them. 
_ This consideration, united with the principle that the ening 
meres | of ἡ ἥμαρτον should be received, unless there is a solid reason 
for departing from it; and all this added to the consideration a vs. 18, 
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14 are plainly epexegetical of the latter part of v. 12; seem to make it 
unavoidable that πάντες ἥμαρτον should be here construed, all have sin- 
ned in their own persons or actually. 

I know, indeed, that such distinguished men as Calvin, Edwards, 
Flatt, Tholuck, and others, explain the phrase in question by referring to 
v. 19; and some of them allege as a ground of this, that the deni’ of 
the apostle requires us so to understand πάντες ἥμαρτον here, because he 
is evidently intent upon representing the evils which Adam occasioned. 
But it does not follow, because v. 19 asserts an influence of Adam upon 
the sinfulness of men, that the same sentiment must therefore be af- 
firmed in v. 12; certainly not’that it should be directly asserted in the 
same manner. It appears quite probable, I readily concede, that Paul, 
in making the declarations contained in v. 12, had in his own mind a 
view'of the connection between the first offence of Adam and the sin- 
fulness of his posterity. It is possible, that xo? οὕτως may imply this; 
which (with Erasmus, Tholuck, and others) we might construe, et ita 
factum est, i. 6. and so it happened, or and thus ἐξ was brought about, viz. 
brought about that all men came under sentence of death, and also be- 
came sinners; in other words, Adam’s offence brought sin and condem- 
nation upon all men. Yet I am not persuaded that this is the true 
method of interpreting the words xa οὕτως. While, however, I readily 
concede what I have just stated above, and am persuaded there is no 
: " good reason to deny that Paul did entertain the idea, when he made the 

declarations in v. 12, that the fact of all men’s becoming sinners and 
being subjected to the dominion of death, was connected with the first 
transgression of Adam (comp. vs. 17—19) ; yet that the apostle has 
asserted this sentiment explicitly and directly in v. 12, cannot, I think, 


id 


be made out by any just rules of interpretation. Nay, for reasons 
already given, and on account of what is yet to be said, I cannot but 
tad y a regard: the case as quite clear, that no more is here explicitly and directly 
asserted, than that all men are themselves actual sinners, and therefore 


come under condemnation. This assertion the latter clause of the verse 
_ Seems to me fully and plainly to contain. But in the preceding éucotiu 
εἰς τὸν κα μὸν εἰσῆλϑε, and in the καὶ οὕτως... -. διῆλϑε, Τ think we 
may, Δὲ ἀνα ny forced construction, nay that | we must, discover an 
indirect intimation of what is directly asserted in vs. 17—19, viz., that 
the first offence of Adam was connected with the sin and misery of his 
posterity, and in some sense or other causal of it. Nothing can be 
plainer, than that atthe outset Paul had this sentiment in his mind ; yet 
in v. 12 he seems to intimate it only in the expressions just cited. Con- 
strued in this way the sense of the verse would be as follows: ‘By 
Adam?’s first offence, sin and death invaded the world of mankind; and 
having thus invaded it, they have been marching through it (διῆλϑε), 
and carrying on their conquests ever since; all men bhve become sin- 
ners, all have come under condemnation.’ 

Now while this asserts the fact that all have titi sinners, and 
have come under. condemnation, it does also intimate by implication, 
that the whole of what has come upon men, stands connected with the 
introduction by Adam of sin and death into the world. I cannot, there- 
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fore, agree ΜῊΝ those commentators who find in our verse no intimation 
of such a connection of all men with Adam; neither can I assent to 
those who find in it no charge upon all of Adams's posterity, of actual 
sin in propria persond. 
ie? The objection made by Flatt against construing the clause before us 
Ἶ as having respect to actual sin, seems to be destitute of any good ground 
of support. ‘In this way,’ says he, ‘infants must be included among 
actual. sinners; which is not true.’ But how can any more difficulty _ 
arise from saying that all are sinners here, than from the apostle’s say- 
ing the very same thing so often in the previous part of his epistle, e. g. 
3: 9—18, 19; 23? Of course the writer of these declarations must be 
understood, (if he means to designate actual sinners in the passages just 
adverted to, as it is agreed that he does), to designate such as are capable 
of being so; just as when it is said: “He that believeth not shall be 
damned,” we understand the Saviour to speak of such as are capable of 
belief or unbelief. There is surely no more difficulty in the one case 
than in the other. That the apostle had his eye on the case of infants, 
in particular, any where in this whole paragraph, may be justly regarded 
as doubtful; particularly must we doubt this, when we bring Rom, 9: 
11 into the account, which surely implies a state of infants somewhat 
different from that which the charge in Rom. 5: 17—19 would imply, in 
case we suppose them to be there included. I remark, once more, on 
the exegesis of πάντες ἥμαρτον by Calvin and others, that the evils occa- 
sioned by Adam, are surely not limited by the apostle, and by the 
nature of the case are not to be limited, to that part only of suffering 
which comes upon our race by reason of original sin (as it is called), 
whatever this sin may be. Verse 14 speaks of ‘death as reigning over 
those who had nov sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression ;? 
and of course it speaks of a sin committed by Adam’s posterity, different 
from that of Adam; and y. 16 speaks of the many offences which the 
free gift of Christ takes away or causes to be pardoned, in distinction 
from the one offence only of Adam’s that enters into the account of our 
condemnation. It follows of course, and we are assured, that the apos- 
tle does not limit himself to the one offence of Adam, and its consequen- 
ces in the way of imputation, when he exhibits the contrast between 
Adam and Christ. Why should he do so? If actual sin in any way 
proceeds from, is connected with, or is occasioned by, original sin ; 
and if this latter can be traced to Adam; then does it follow, that actual 
as well as original sin should enter into the contrast presented by the 
apostle, between the sin and misery occasioned by the first Adam, and 
F the justification and happiness introduced by the second. 
. Of course there seems to be no valid reason, why we may not 
construe πάντες ἥμαρτον as I have already done above. 





Let us return now to the καὲ οὕτως, the interpretation of which 
was left unfinished. Does it mean: ‘ And in like manner with Adam, 
aie posterity sin, and come too, like him, under sentence of 
death?” Or: ‘As death paren sin in the case of Adam, so it did 
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in the case of his posterity?” Or: ‘Since Adam introduced sin and 
misery into the world, it has so happened, that his sin was imputed to 


all his posterity, and all of them are subjected to death thereby?’ Not _ 


the first; because v. 14 tells us that death came on many of Adam’s 
posterity, who had nor sinned in the manner that he did, i. e. against 
a revealed, express law. Not the third; for reasons which have 
already been given, why we must accede to the idea that πάντες 
ἥμαρτον here meansactual sin in proprid persond. The meaning of 
καὶ οὕτως, then, must be substantially what is implied in the second 
of the above questions; viz. as sin entered the world, and death was 
inseparably connected with it; so death has passed through the world 
and come upon all men, because it was inseparably connected with 
their sin. More than this cannot be looked upon as directly asserted 
by the latter clause of the verse. But that the whole verse contains 
an intimation, that both the sins of men and their condemnation stand 
connected, in some way or other, with the first offence by Adam, has 
already been stated. The force of χαὶ οὕτως, however, cannot fall 
directly on this. Consider what the writer asserts: ‘Death came on 
Adam διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας" and in like manner (καὶ οὕτως), death 
came upon all men,’ [διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, he might have said, which 
would have meant neither more nor less than xa? οὕτως, but he has 
expressed the same idea by] ἐφ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον. In other words: 
‘As Adam sinned and brought death upon himself, so death in all 
other cases is in like manner the inseparable attendant upon sin; and 
death is universal, because sin is 50. So much, and I think no more, 
can be fairly made out of καὶ οὕτως" it must be considered as intended 
to designate the connection—the invariable, inseparable connection 
τ —between sin and death. But how it came about that sin is univer- 
sal, is a thing not intended to be comprehended in the comparison 
made by καὶ οὕτως " although it is probably hinted at, as I have 
already shewn, by other words, in the same verse, viz. εἰσῆλϑε and 
διῆλϑε. There is no room here for such a comparison, by means of 
καὶ οὕτως" for how would it sound to say: ‘ As sin and death were 
universal in respect to Adam, so they are universal in respect to his 
posterity 7᾽ 
In regard to construing καὶ οὕτως, with Erasmus, Tholuck, and 











others, as meaning ita factum est, viz. ‘so it happened that all men 


sinned in Adam, and were sentenced to death by reason of this sin,’ 
I must make one more remark. I cannot help feeling this exegesis 
to be wholly inadmissible here. If the apostle had designed to say 
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what this interpretation represents him as saying, would he not have 
written: Kai οὕτως ἐγένετο Ore κι τ.λ.2 But as he has now con- 
structed the sentence, the force of zai οὕτως seems fairly and inevi- 
tably to fall on the inseparable connection between sin and death; 
which is directly asserted by ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον" i.e. it is simply 
and directly said, that all are condemned as Adam was, because all 
have sinned. 





CHAP. V. 13, 14. 


The apostle having thus asserted that sin and death were introduced into the 
world by one man, and had become universal, in order to complete the com- 
parison which he designs, and which is intimated by ὥσπερ at the beginning of 
v. 12, would have naturally filled out the sentence by adding, at the end of 
this verse, οὕτως καὶ Ou’ ἑνὸς dy ϑρώπου ἡ ζωὴ εἰς τὸν κόσμον [εἰς πάντας ἀνϑρώ- 
πους] £167,497, comp. vs. 17, 18. But he suspends his apodosis here, for the 
sake of elucidating and confirming what he had already said ; comp. p. 210 
above. This confirmation is made by the verses now under consideration ; as 
the γάρ confirmantis with which they are introduced, very clearly shews. 
What has he said? That.all have sinned, and that all are under sentence of a 
death. How is this elucidated and confirmed? By taking a case in which ἐᾷ 


one might be disposed to say, it would be difficult to prove that men are sin- © 
ners, since the apostle himself had already explicitly declared, that it is ‘the Bi) 
law which occasions punishment; for where there is no law, there is no trans- a 


gression, 4:15. To meet this difficulty which might easily arise, he avers 

that men were sinners (ἁμαρτία ἦν ἔν κόσμῳ), before the giving of the Mosaic 

law; although they are not themselves prone to acknowledge their guilt in 

such circumstances, or they make but little account of it. Yet the fact was, 

that they were sinners, and that death therefore prevailed over them all,even 

ali who had not sinned against a revealed law as Adam did. ἃ 
Such I take to be the confirmation of what was asserted at the close οὖν. ‘Ss t 


12. To establish and defend this exegesis, is of course our next immediate we 
object. | 


” Ayov νόμου, until the law; i.e. the Jaw of Moses, as v. 14 leads us 
inevitably to construe it. Some commentators, (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Erasmus, Koppe, and others), construe ἄχρι νόμου not as designating 
the commencement of the Mosaic economy, but as extending through 
the whole period of it. In defence of such an interpretation, we are 
referred to ἄχρι in Acts 3: 21, and its synonyme ἕως ἄν in Acts 2: 
35. Gen. 28: 15, etc. That these words are sometimes employed in 
such a manner, as not to indicate a cessation of any thing that is or is 
done, at the time which is mentioned in connection with «ge or ἕως, 

; is true. In other words, the terminus ad quem does not limit the thing, 
affirmed universally; it only expresses a limit for a certain purpose. 


es. 


_ For example ; in Acts 3: 21 it is said, that ‘‘ the heavens must receive 
ΥἊἍ ͵ Ἦν ' ati is - % ies | 
jesus ἄχρι χρόνων ἀποκαταστάσεως πάντων, until the restoration of 







% 
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all things; by which it is not surely meant, that he is no longer to 
dwell in heaven, but that he will certainly dwell there until that time. 
In like manner ἄχρι, it is said, may here admit the time of the Mo- 
saic law to be included, 

But whatever may be true in regard to the possible meaning of 
ἄχρι in some cases, v. 14 clearly shews, that here it means only until 
the commencement of the laws of Moses, i.e. the time when these laws 
were given. 

‘But how can this be? Was sin in the world no longer than that 
period? Did it cease when the law was introduced? This would 
be a direct contradiction of v. 20, and of many other passages.’ The 
answer is brief and conclusive. It is no part of the apostle’s object, 
to aver that sin did. not exist after this period; but to declare that it 
existed before it. , What he had already said, again and again, neces- 
sarily involved the idea, that where law was, there sin was. But he 
had also said, that ‘‘ where there is no law, there is no transgression.” 
Now some of his readers might suggest, and this not unnaturally : 
‘Since you say that where there is no law, there is no transgression 
(Rom. 3: 15), how then were men sinners before the law was given?’ 


I allow that no intelligent and candid man could have good ground 


to put such a question, after all which the apostle had already said on 
this subject. But surely we are not to suppose, that Paul had to do 
only with men of this character. The objections answered through- 
out the epistle, shew a state of things quite different from this. 

To the question, then, as above suggested, I suppose the apostle 
to answer in our verse. ‘Sin,’ says he, ‘ was in the world, until the 
law of Moses; i. 6. men were sinners between the time of Adam and 
Moses, for death reigned during all this period,’ v.13. It is not 
necessary that there should be a law expressly revealed, in order that 
men should be sinners; “the heathen who have no law, are a law 
unto themselves,” 2: 14. ; 

That ἁμαρτία here means something different from original sin 
or imputed sin, seems to be clear from the reference which the apostle 
here tacitly makes to a law of nature that had been transgressed. A 
revealed law there was not for men in general, antecedently to the 
time of Moses; yet men were sinners. How? By sinning against 
the law “ written on their hearts,” (2: 15). But if such was their sin, 
it was actual sin, not imputed guilt. 


Very different views of ἁμαρτέα here, however, are entertained by 
some, who state the whole of the apostle’s reasoning in the following 
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manner; viz. ‘Men’s own sins were not imputed to them on the ground 
of their transgressing any law, until the law of Moses was given; yet 
they were counted sinners (ἁμαρτία ny ἔν κύσμῳ) ; Consequently, it must 
have been by reason of Adam’s sin being imputed to them, inasmuch as 
their own offences were not imputed.’ 

_ Although this mode of exegesis is supported by many names of high 
respectability, I find myself unable to admit it for the followimg reasons: 
1. To aver that men’s own sins were not imputed to them by God, (so 
they construe ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου), is directly to 
contradict the whole tenor of Old Testament history and declarations ; 
and also what Paul has, in the most explicit manner, asserted in the 
preceding part of his epistle. As evidence in favour of the first asser- 
tion, I appeal to the case of Cain; of the antediluvians who perished in 
the ‘flood; of Sodom and Gomorrha; and to all the declarations of 
divine displeasure made against the actual thoughts and deeds of the 
wicked, not against their original sin. In respect to the second, I 
appeal to the whole of what Paul has said in Rom. 1: 19—82. 2: 12, 14, 
15. 3: 9, 19, 23, 25. All these charges are made against actual sins; 
and it is impossible to suppose that the apostle means here to say, that 
those who are ἄνομον (without revelation), are, or ever have been, 
counted by God as being without sin, actual sin; for both ἄνομοι and 
ἔνγνομοι, according to Paul, are ALL UNDER SIN, under acTUAL sin. 
To admit the contrary, would be to overturn the very foundation the 
apostle had taken so much pains to lay, in chap. 1.—111., in order to 
make the conclusion entirely evident and unavoidable, that all men need 
gratuitous justification. 

' 2. To aver that men’s sins are not imputed to them, when they do 
not live under a revealed law, would be to contradict what the immedi- 
ate context itself must be considered as asserting. Who are those that 
have not sinned after the manner of Adam? ‘The answer of those 
whom I am now opposing, is: ‘They are those, who have only original 
sin or imputed sin charged to their account.’ But then I find great dif- - 
ficulty in this answer. By the supposition of those who make it, Adam’s 
first sin does become really and truly that of all his posterity, inasmuch 
as it is propagated to them in the way of natural generation. Yea, 
Augustine, Pres. Edwards, and many others, maintain a real physical 
unity of Adam with all his posterity ; ; and hence they derive to all his 
posterity, a participation in his sin. But if his sin be theirs in any 
proper sense, either really hy such a unity as is asserted, or by mere 
imputation without this; then how is it that the sin of the ἄνομοι is (as 
Paul asserts) nor like that of Adam? How can it be unlike it, when it 
is the very same; either the very same in reality (as Augustine and his 
followers hold), or the very same putatively? But, 
3. I have another difficulty. How can the sins of Adam be here 
asse asserted to be imputed to all his posterity, and yet their own personal 

s to be not at all reckoned ἢ δ᾽ By the exegesis of those whose opinion 
en now endeavouring to controvert, Paul is made to say, that God did 

not count to men their own personal and actual sins, i. e. to those who 


τω ἄρνα Mosaic law. By a parity of reason, then, the Gentiles 
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at all times and every where, who are ἄνομοι, are freed from the impu- 
tation of their own transgressions; which would directly contradict the 
declarations of Paul. 

From this conclusion, however, Schott and Tholuck, who defend 
for substance the exegesis which I am calling in question, do in some 
measure revolt, and say that to οὐκ ἐλλογεῦτο must be assigned only a 
comparative sense; that although the gudt of men who sinned against 
the law of nature, was not taken away absolutely, yet their accountability 
for it was in a good measure superseded. To illustrate this, Tholuck 
refers us to avoy7 in Rom. 3: 26, and to ὑπεριδὼν ὃ ϑεός in Acts 17: 30. 
Both of these instances, however, relate to deferring punishment, not to 
a remission of accountability; comp. 2 Pet. 3: 8,9. Such a remission 
of punishment would directly contradict what Paul has fully and 
strongly asserted, in Rom. 2: 6—16. 

And to what purpose is it to say, that men who were ἄνομοι, were 
in a comparative sense not accountable to God for their own personal 
sins? This means neither more nor less, than that they were account- 
able in some degree, although not as highly sp as those who were éyvouou. 
But accountability being admitted, (how can it be denied after reading 
Rom. 2: 6—16?) then the argument is marred, which those whom I am 
opposing deduce from the verses in question. They make these verses 
to say, that ‘the ἄνομον are not accountable for their own sins; but inas- 
much as they are still treated as sinners, it must be because of imputed 
sin only.’ But while we admit accountability in some degree for the sins 
of the ἄνομοι, it forecloses such an argument from the passage ; for it 
leaves it fully liable to the following construction, viz. ‘ Although men 
were held less accountable and criminal, who lived before the Mosaic 
Jaw, than those who lived under this law, yet that they still were sinners, 
and were regarded as such, is true, for all were subjected to death.’ 
That they were sinners in their own person, or actual offenders in a 
way different from that of Adam, is clear from what is said in νυ. 14 re- 
specting them. How then can Adam’s sin be here asserted to be theirs, 
and, by implication, to be the only sin for which death came upon them ? 

In such an interpretation, moreover, as that which I am now con- 
sidering, a very different sense is given to ἐλλογεῦτο from that which it 
will here bear; as we shall see in the sequel. 

I have only to add, that the supposition of men’s own personal sins 
not being reckoned to them, while they perish by the imputation of 
another’s sin, is a position so revolting with respect to the justice, and 
goodness, and impartiality of the sovereign Judge, “who will render to 
every man according to his works,” that it should not be made out from 
constructive evidence ; it requires most ample and satisfactory arguments 
to support it. 


_ The phrase ἄχρυ νόμου ἁμαρτία ἦν ἐν κόσμῳ, appears then to be 
only an affirmation of that respecting a particular class of men, (whom 
some might think it difficult to prove to be sinners), which in the 
preceding clause had been affirmed of all men, πάντες ἥμαρτον. It 
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is illustrating and confirming this latter expression, by shewing that 
even that class of men are sinners, whom one might be prone to ex- 
empt from such a charge. 
. ‘Apootia 02... . νόμου, although sin is not counted where there 
ts no law; an expression which has given occasion to great perplexity " 
and difficulty. This has arisen, however, in a great measure from 
construing ἐλλογεῖται as though it were connected with θεός, as the 
agent by whom the counting or imputing is to be done. The difli- 
culties of such an interpretation have already been stated, in the 
considerations presented above. Bretschneider (Dogmatik. II. 49. 
edit. 3) seems to have suggested the true solution of the phraseology : 
“«᾿βλλογεῖται is not imputatur a Deo, but refertur ab hominibus ad 
peccata, 1. 6. habetur, agnoscitur peccatum.” ‘The like views did 
Calvin and Luther entertain, relative to the expression. The former 
says, that [homines] sibi nihil imputarent in peccatum, nisi [lege] 
coacti.... sine legis stimulis in socordiam se demergunt; i. e. “men 
do not count themselves as sinners, and are not alarmed for their 
guilt, unless the law first excites and quickens their consciences.’ So 
Luther renders ἐλλογεῖταν by achten, to regard, to have respect to. 
_ To the like purpose Heumann and Camerarius. Tholuck says this 
is doing violence to the word. But surely, when it is rendered (as 
by Bretschneider) habetur, imputatur [ut peccatum] ab hominibus, 
this is no more a departure from the meaning of ἐλλογεῖται, than to 
render it imputatur a Deo. Whether ϑὲός or ἄνθρωποι is to be 
understood here, must be decided, of course, by the nature of the 
sentiment. And as to éAdoyeirae, why shquld attributing to it the 
meaning of regarding, accounting, esteeming, etc., be called strange? - 
inasmuch as in sense this word accords altogether with λογίζομαι, 
which often occurs with such a meaning; e.g. Acts 19: 27. Rom. 2: 
26. 6: 11, 8: 36. 9:8. 14: 14. 1 Cor. 4:1. 2 Cor. 10: 2. 11: 5, et 
sepe. Soran, Gen. 31:15. 1 Sam. 1:13. Job 41:24. The ellipsis 
after ἐλλογεῖται may be supplied by εἰς ἁμαρτίαν or ὡς ἁμαρτία, both 
methods of construction being common after λογίζομαι, as any one 
may see by consulting the above instances. That ἐλλογέω occurs in 
Philem. v. 18, in the sense of impute, is no more a reason why it 
should have that particular meaning in the verse before us, than it is 
that λόγίζομαν should akeays have the sense of impute, because it 
often means to impute; but we know, also, that oftener πέρ! it means 
πον hae to regard, to make account of. hun (Oe 
That. the sentiment derived from such an bless’ as that snl 
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I bine adopted, is not pene to the atisian 6 Bandy: is aii clear 
from comparing Rom. 7: 7—11 and 3: 20. In the former of these 
passages the law is represented as greatly exciting and aggravating 
the unholy desires of the carnal heart, by its restraints and 
closures; so that “ without the law, sin is dead,” 1. 6. it is little esti- 
mated and felt. In the latter, Paul declares that “by the law is the 
knowledge of sin.” How well this accords with ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ 
ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου, needs hardly to be suggested. 

I admit that a modified sense of the expression is to be regarded 
as the true one, viz. it is not to be considered so absolute as to con- 
vey the idea that no sense of sin existed among the heathen in any 
measure; for this would contradict fact, and contradict what Paul 
says in chap. 2: 14, 15. But then the modification is of just the same 
nature, as is to be received in respect to Rom. 7: 7—11. 3: 20, and 
also of John 15: 22—24, where the Saviour says, that if he had not 
come and spoken to the Jews, “they would not have had sin,” 


Pres. Edwards has given the verse before us a peculiar turn: “ For 
before the law of Moses was given, mankind were all looked upon by 
the great Judge as sinners, by corruption and guilt derived from Adam’s 
violation of the original law of works; which shews, that the original 
universal rule of righteousness i is not the law of Moses; for if so, there 
would have been no sin imputed before that was given, because sin is 
not imputed where there is no law,” (Orig. Sin, p. 275. Worces. edit.) 
He supposes that the main design of the apostle is here to shew, that the 
Jews could not claim their law as the only criterion of right and wrong ; 
and in order to do this, Paul shews that men were condemned on 
account of imputed sin, before the giving of the law. But besides the 
forced construction which this introduces, it also obliges us to bring i in 
here a subject of consideration that the apostle seems for the present to 
to have dismissed from his mind, viz. the confident reliance of the Jews 
on their law, and their boasting of it. In order to make out the inter- 
pretation of Edwards, it must be shewn that the apostle here asserts the 
existence of another law antecedent to that of Moses, to which men 
were accountable. This he had done in chap. 2: 14, 15; but here it is 
not to his purpose to repeat this. He says merely, that men were 
sinners antecedently to the law of Moses, although in a state of nature 
they make but little account of sin; they were sinners, notwithstanding 
they made light of i it; and they incurred the sentence of death, although 
they had not, like Adam, sinned against a revealed and express law. 
Now this goes to confirm the assertion in v. 12, viz. πάντες ἥμαρτον" 
inasmuch as it serves’to shew that a part of mankind were actually 
under sentence of death, about whom doubts might most easily arise. 
And as it seems to be spoken for this very purpose, so we may acqui- 
esce in such an interpretation of the language as shows that it is 
directly subservient to the purposes of the writer. — 
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“AAN ἐβασίλευσεν ... . Movoeus, still or ΟΝ death 
reigned from Adam unto Moles ᾿λλα, tamen, attamen.— EBacihev= 
σε, reigned, means was predominant, exercised uncontrolled sway or 
power. The writer designs, by this word, to express in a strong 
manner the universal dominion of death among men. But what 


death? The same, I would answer, as before; but still, 1 should be — 


disposed to believe that he had in his eye here a particular part of 
what is comprehended under the generic term death; in other words, 
that temporal death was the special object to which he here adverts. 
My reason for this is, that temporal death is a palpable part of the 
execution of the sentence, so palpable that all must admit it; and to 
some such undeniable evidence does the writer appear to appeal, for 
he seems to regard what he states as a thing that will not be denied. 
I do not look upon this sense of ϑάνατος here as a departure from 
the preceding one, in any important respect; for it should be con- 
strued as referring to a palpable part of the death threatened, which 
by its relations to the other parts of the same, involves or tmplies them 
also. So Tholuck, Comm. p. 187. 2 edit. 

Kail ἐπὶ.. debs even over those who had not sinned after the 
similitude of ΑΝ 5 transgression. 

A part of the text itself is here a matter ἢ dispute. Some Latin 
Codices, also Origen, Cyril, Rufin, Tertullian, Victorinus, Sedulius, 
and Ambrosiaster, omit the μή here. Semler, Mill, and some others, 
have done the same. But nearly all the Greek manuscripts, the Sy- 
riac version, the Vulgate, and many of the most conspicuous Greek 
and Latin fathers, 6. g. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophilus, Irenzus, 
Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, and others, insert it. The weight of 
authority on the side of inserting it, seems, therefore, to be quite 
conclusive. Moreover, there is internal evidence of its genuineness. 
Teellner, Koppe, and Schott, have well remarked, that the use of καί 


here, before cuagryoavras, intimates that something unusual or 


unexpected was designed on the part of the writer. Accordingly, 
while one would expect to find him saying simply, (which would 
apparently make a much more facile and seemingly unexceptionable 
sense), ἐβασίλευσε... ἐπὶ τοὺς auaotynoavras, we find him saying, 
ἐβασίλευσε... x at ἐπὶ τοὺς μὴ ἁμαρτήσαντες. 

Ent τῷ ὁμοιωματέ, is like the Hebrew n> (confidenter); i.e. 
a noun with a preposition is employed instead of an adverb. So the 


Hebrew 538 923 07272, Dan. 10: 16, is rendered in the ἀν των» 
ὡς ὁμοίωσις υἱοῦ ἀνθρώπου. In all respects, ἐπὲ τῷ ὁμοίωματι, is 
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equivalent to ὁμοίως" so that ὁμοίως tm “Adam παραβάντι would 
express the sense; as would ὥσπερ “Adcu παρέβη. Comp. ὁμοίωμα 
in Rom. 1: 23. 8: 3. Phil. 2: 7. ὧν 

As to the sense of the passage; by mentioning those who lived 
before the law of Moses, as not having sinned after the manner of 
Adam, there is a plain implication that those who lived under the 
law, did sin after the manner of Adam. But the likeness in ques- 
tion did not consist in this, viz. that the very same precepts were 
given to them, and were transgressed by them; it consisted plainly 
in the fact, that they, like Adam, had positive or revealed precepts as 
the rule of duty. Consequently those who sinned, but yet did not sin 
in the like way, (and such are described in vs. 13, 14), must have 
sinned without positive revealed precepts. Such are described in 
chap. 2: 14, 15. 

Origen, Augustine, Melancthon, Beza, Pres. Edwards, and others, 
have construed the clause μὴ ἁμαρτήσαντας x. τ. λ., as having respect 
to infants only. But Calvin rejects this interpretation: “ Malo.... 
interpretari de iis qui sine lege peccaverunt.” Nevertheless he 
thinks infants may be included. But the ground of this is, that he 
construes πάντες ἥμαρτον and ἁμαρτία ἣν ἐν κόσμῳ as referring to 
imputed sin. The remark of Turretin is directly to the point: “ Ex 
scopo apostoli serieque sermonis patet ; hic agi etiam de adultis om- 
nibus qui ab Adamo usque ad Mosem vixerunt. Etenim si de solis 
infantibus ageretur, cur intra id spatium se contineret, quod inter 
Adamum et Mosem fuit? Nam infantium omnium, et ante et. post 
legem, eadem est ratio.” Accordingly, the interpretation of Augustine 
is generally rejected by distinguished critics of all parties, at the 
present day. 

I am aware that it has been frequently alleged, in regard to μὴ 
ἁμαρτήσαντας κ. τ. A., that the dissimilitude here affirmed consists in 


_ the fact that Adam was an actual simner, and others to whom refer- 


er: ᾿ ence is here made, sinners only by imputation. But such an inter- 


» 


pretation has already been shewn to be inconsistent with the tenor of 
the passage, and with the declarations of the Old and New Testament 
in relation to this subject. How can it be in any way rendered prob- 
able, or even plausible, that men from the time of Adam to that of 
Moses, were sinners only by imputation? It is fairly out of question. 
The attempt to establish such an interpretation must fail. For if 
such an imputation be made out, by virtue of the unity of Adam’s 
race with himself, (and this is the ground on which it is asserted), 





τον in the widest and fullest sense that the word itself is capable of, but ina 
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then it er σα; iit course, that their sin is NoT different ἫΝ hie, 
but the very same; for if they were in him, and sinned in and with 
him, surely their sin is not different, but the same with his; which is 
what the apostle here denies. 

"Og ἐστι τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος, who is a type of him that was to 
come. ‘'vaog signifies, (1) In its original and most literal accepta- 
tion, an impress, a note or mark made by impression, sculpture, 
beating, etc.; inasmuch as it comes from z¢zuma the second Perfect 
of τύπτω. In this sense it is employed in John 20:25. Hence, 
(2) It means example, pattern, model; as in Acts 7: 44. Heb. 8: 5. 
Ex. 25: 40 (where the Hebrew has n°:am). (3) It means example, 
model in a good sense ; e. g. Phil. 3: 17. 1 Thess. 1:7. 2 Thess. 3: 9. 
1 Tim. 4: 12. Tit. 2: 7. 1 Pet. 5: 3; but sometimes an example for 
the sake of warning, not of imitation, as in 1 Cor. 10: 6, comp. v. 11. 
(4) It means image, something which is a resemblance of some other 
thing supposed or real; as in Acts 7: 43. Amos 5: 26 (Heb. D>). 
In this last sense, i. e. that of image or resemblance, not in a physical 
sense, but in a causal one (if I may so speak), is Adam called a 
τύπος of Christ. _ 

That Christ is meant by τοῦ μέλλοντος, is clear from v. 15 seq., 
where he is by name brought into comparison with Adam. The 
ellipsis after μέλλοντος, i. 6. the noun. with which this participle 
agrees by implication, seems to be "“4damu, viz. the second Adam or 
ἔσχατος Adam, as he is called in 1 Cor. 15: 45. 





But in what sense, i. e. how far, is the first Adam here considered 
as an image of the second? A question of no small importance ; imas- 


much as by the answer to it must, in a great measure, all our views of 


the general meaning of vs. 12—19 be regulated. 

An answer somewhat in detail, would occupy too much space to be 
inserted here. I have therefore thrown it into the form of an Excur- 
sus, which the reader may consult, in respect to the illustration a 
support of the following sentiments, whieh contain the principal results 
of what I have there exhibited ; viz. 

I. The τύπος asserted of Adam, i in respect to Christ, is not to be taken 


sense which has - “many important limitations. For, (1) The “whole is 
contrast ; i.e. the τύπος is antithetic. In many cases, a τύπος in the 
Old Testament is of the same nature with the ἀντιτύπος in the New 
Testament. But here, the whole is most plainly antithetic. (2) The 
degree or measure of the evils occasioned by Adam, i is not the point of 
τύπος in respect to Christ; for this measure is declared to be far ex- 
ceeded by the blessings which: Christ has procured ; “ grace supera- 
bounds.” (8) It is not the ais of Adam as such, which is compared 
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with the person of Christ as such, in order to point out any personal 
resemblances. It is the acrs of each, and the consequences of what each 
HAS DONE, that are the objects of comparison by the apostle ; it is the 
παρυκοή or παράπτωμα and κατάκριμα of Adam, which are: compared 
with the ὑπακοή and δικαίωμα of Christ. 

We have seen what points do not belong to the τύπος" let us now 
inquire what does belong to it. 

11. The actual and principal point of similitude is, that each indi- 
vidual respectively, viz. Adam and Christ, was the cause or occasion, in 
consequence of what he did, of greatly affecting the whole human race ; 
although in an opposite way. Adam introduced sin and misery into 
the world; and in consequence of this, all men are, even -without their 
own concurrence, subjected to many evils here; they are born in a 
condition in which they are entirely destitute of holy affections, and 
which renders it certain that they will sin, and will always sin in all 
their acts of a moral nature, until their hearts are renewed by the Spirit 
of God; and of course, all men are born in a condition in which they 
are greatly exposed to the second death or death in the highest sense of 
the term; and in which this death will certainly come upon them, 
without the interposition of mercy through Christ. On the other hand; 
Christ introduced righteousness or justification, and all the blessings 
spiritual and temporal, which are connected with a probationary state 
under a dispensation of grace, and with the pardoning mercy of God. 
A multitude of blessings, such as the day and means of grace, the com- 
mon bounties of Providence, the forbearance of God to punish, the calls 
and warnings of mercy, the proffers of pardon, etc., are procured by 
Christ for all men without exception, and without any act of concurrence 
on their part; while the higher blessings of grace, actual pardon and 
everlasting life, although proffered to all, are actually bestowed any 
upon those who repent and believe. 

In this way we’see, quite plainly, that Adam was a τύπος of Christ ; 
because what he did affected the whole of the human race, to a certai ἰ 
extent, even without any concurrence or act of their own; and also ex- 
posed them to imminent hazard of everlasting death. As the antithesis. 
of this, Christ procures blessings for all the human race, to a certain 
extent, even without any concurrence or act of their own; and he has 
so procured by his blood, and proffers fully and freely to all, eternal 

emption from the higher evils which the divine law would inflict 
upon sinners. The extent of the influence of Adam, is a proper τύπος 
of that of Christ. Each of these, by what he did, affected our whole 
race, without any concurrence of theirs, to a certain extent: the one 
has placed them in a condition, in which, by their own voluntary acts, 
they are peculiarly exposed to the most awiul of all evils; the other has 
enaniast them to secure the greatest of all blessings. Here then is 
clearly and plainly antithetic τύπος. 

The superabounding of gospel grace, which is insisted on so emphat- 
ically in vs. 15—17, consists, (as is stated in v. 16), in the simple fact, 
that the death of. Christ procures pardon for the numerous offences 
which we commit (πόλλων παραπτωμάτων), i. e. the effects of the death 
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of Christ have respect to unnumbered offences ; while the effects of Ad- 
am’s sin have respect only to one offence, viz. that of eating the forbid- 
den fruit. In other words; the death of Christ, as a remedy, is far more 
powerful and efficacious, than the sin of Adam was, as a means of 
corruption and misery. 

For the considerations which may serve to explain and confirm the 
views here given of τύπος, I must refer the reader to Excursus IV., at 
the close of this volume. 


I have one more remark to make, on the phrase ὅς gore τύπος τοῦ 
μέλλοντος " which is, that Calvin and Tholuck regard the expression 
as the apodosis of v.12. Calvin: “ Hee particula posita est vice 
alterius membri . . . . perinde ergo accipias ac si scriptum esset: Si- 
cut per unum hominem intravit peccatum in universum mundum, et 
per peccatum mors; ita per unum hominem rediit justitia, et per 
justitiam vita.” ΤῸ the same purpose, Tholuck in his Commentary. 
And indeed, it‘cannot be denied that there is some ground for this. 
The apostle had said, that sin and death entered the world by Adam ; 
he now says, that Adam is a εὐπος of Christ, (an antithetic τύπος is 
of course meant); by which must be signified, that Christ is in like 
manner the author of justification and happiness. This of course 
contains virtually, and by way of implication, what is contained in 
the apodosis which is fully and formally expressed in vs. 18, 19. " 


CHAP. V. 15—17. 


The general object of these verses is plain and simple; and this is, to 
guard the reader against mistake as to the meaning of the writer, when he 
asserts that Adam is a type of Christ. Certainly it is very easy to carry the 
meaning of the word τύπος too far; and that most readers are prone to do so, 


scarcely needs to be mentioned. In order then to guard against so doing, on 


the present occasion, the apostle proceeds, in vs. 15—17, distinctly to name or 
point out some important things, in regard to which simélétude (τύπος) cannot 
be asserted, between the first Adam and the second. In particular, the degree 


of evil occasioned by Adam’s transgression, is not to be compared with the 


degree of good accomplished by Christ. Accordingly v. 15 asserts, that as 
‘the many were brought under sentence of death by the offence of Adam; so 
may we well conclude it to be plainer still, that the grace of God, through 
Christ, would abound to the many.’ V. 16 repeats the same sentiment, but in 
a more specific manner: viz. ‘ the condemnation which comes upon us through 
Adam, Hab Pexpect only to one offence; while the justification effected © 
Christ, has respect to many offences. V.17 repeats the general sentiment 
of both the preceding. verses, and adds the declaration, that as the offence of 
Adam caused death to reign over men, so the pardoning mercy and grace of 
the gospel will not only deliver us from punishment, but advance us to a state 
of ere happiness and glory. This last verse, then, is plainly a climax, in 
τί n to the two which precede it. All three verses exhibit the same general 
sentiment; but each one also exhibits a specific difference from the others. _ 








Such is the dissimilitude, then, between the case of Adam and that of Christ. 
Consequently we must exclude the particulars named by the ap , from the 
idea which we attach to τύπος on the present occasion. How often the οὐχ ὡς 
here has been forgotten, in the parallels which have been drawn between the 


first and the second Adam, no one who has read theology extensively needs to. 


be informed. It may be further remarked, that the sentiment, which attrib- 
utes to the grace of Christ good which is far greater than the evil occasioned 
by Adam’s offence, lies upon the very face of vs. 15—17, and should never be 
overlooked. What we should be in ourselves, as the fall of Adam has left us, 
is one thing; what our condition now is, through the grace of Christ, is 
another and very different one. When we maintain, then, that our present 
state, depraved and ruined as in itself it is, is more eligible as to securing our 
final salvation, than that of Adam while on his first probation, let it not be said 
that we deny or extenuate the evil consequences of the fall. By no means. 
But let this be said, viz. that, after the example of Paul, we represent grace as 
superabounding over all the evils introduced by the apostasy. And is not this 
true? yea, is it not strongly and repeatedly asserted in the chapter before us? 
(15) Παράπτωμα, offence, fall, viz. the first sinof Adam. That 
only one sin, and this altogether peculiar as to its effects, is here taken 
into view by the apostle, seems clear from vs. 16, 17, 18—Xegeoue, 
favour, benefit, good bestowed on us, or done for us. 
Ei γάρ, for if, does not imply uncertainty here, but concession, 
The shape of the argument stands thus: ‘Granting (as we must do) 
that the many [all] die [come under sentence of death] through Ad- 
am or by means of him; much more must we allow,’ etc. Jag is 
here obviously γάρ confirmantis.— Lvog refers of course to “Ada. 
Oi πολλοὶ ἀπέϑανον, the many died, i. e. all men came under 
sentence of death. Πολλοὶ here is exchanged in v. 18 for πάντας 
ἀνθρώπους, which is doubtless the meaning οἵ πολλοί. The reason 
why the apostle employs this word seems plainly to be, because he 
had just said τοῦ ἑνὸς, of which of πολλοί is the direct antithesis, and 
as such would designate all men in distinction from Adam. In 
regard to ἀπέϑανον, I must refer the reader to what is said on ϑάνα- 
τος under v. 12. I would merely remark, that if ®avarog means, as 
I have there stated it to mean, evil of any kind, in this world and in 
the next, then it is true that Adam did by his offence cause ϑάνατος 
to come on all without exception, inasmuch as all his race are born 
destitute of holiness, and in such a state that their passions will, 
whenever they become moral agents, lead them to sin. All too are 
the heirs of more or less suffering. It is true, then, that all suffer on 
Adam’s account; that all are brought under more or less of the sen- 
tence of death; that of πολλοὶ ἀπέϑανον" but it need not, as I have 
already endeavoured to shew above, be maintained that all without 
distinction, and without any voluntary act of their own, are equally 
exposed to ϑάνατος in its fullest, highest, and most awful sense. 


φ. 
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This I regard as no more true, than that all men partake of the 
χάρισμα a Christ in its highest sense, without any act of their own, 
i.e. without repentance and faith. ΤῸ say that οἱ πολλοὶ ἀπέϑανον 
διὰ *Adcu, is not to say that all have the sentence executed on them 
in its highest sense (which is contradicted by fact); but it is to say, 
that in some respect or other, all are involved in it; that as to more or 
less of it, all are subjected to it; and that all are exposed to the whole 
of the evil which death includes. In what sense all this is true, we 
have already seen. In like manner, all receive some important ben- 
efits from Christ, even without any concurrence of their own; and 
the most important favours are proffered to every individual; but still 
these can be actually possessed only by penitence and faith. 

In a word, it appears to be the design of the apostle to say, that 
all the human race without exception are involved, by the offence of 
Adam, in more or less of evil, i. 6. in ϑάνατος of some kind or other; 
and as the antithetic τύπος of this, to affirm that all without exception 
partake of blessings which Christ has procured. Here then is one 
essential point of τύπος. Now as to the detail; it certainly is not 
necessary to suppose, that those who never had any knowledge of 
duty, and never arrived at a state in which they were capable of moral 
agency; in a word, that infants and idiots—are liable to the same 
ϑάνατος in all respects, as those who have πολλὰ παραπτώματα (v. 
16) of their own to answer for. It is enough for the apostle’s pur- 
pose, that all, even without any act or concurrence of their own, do 
in some degree partake both of the evil and the good, although the 
good ἐπερίσσευσε" while all, by their own acts, may be exposed to 
ϑάνατος in its ultimate and highest sense on the one hand, and may — 
by penitence and faith obtain ζωή in its highest sense on the other. 

Πολλῷ μᾶλλον, much more; in sense just what the old logicians : 
call an a fortiori in argument.— H χάρις τοῦ ϑεοῦ καὶ ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν 
χάριτι, the grace of God and the gift which is by grace, may be 
regarded as a Hendiadys, meaning the gracious gift of God, viz. that 
which the gospel proffers, or the blessings which Christ has procured. 
‘If the reader prefers a different interpretation, and construes each’ 
separately, then χάρις τοῦ ϑεοῦ should be regarded as designating 
the gracious purpose of God, and 7 δωρεὰ ἔν χάριτι the actual exe- | 
cution of this purpose. There can be no important objection urged — 
against this method of interpretation. I ϑεηδι the wai a 
as the more simple and easy. ; tp 

Ζῇ τοῦ ἑνὸς .... Χριστοῦ, which is of one man Jesus Christ. $5 


* 
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Τῇ has χάριτι for its antecedent. The Genitive τοῦ ἑνὸς x. τ. λ. 
may be construed in different ways. If it be taken as Gen. objecti, 
then it will mark the favour bestowed on Christ, i. e. of which he was 
the recipient; which does not seem here to be the object of assertion. 
If it be construed as Gen. auctoris, then it will designate the grace 
of which Christ is the cause or author. But as Paul had just said 
χάρις Pov, denoting ϑεὸς as the author, so it is more probable that» 
τοῦ ἑνὸς x. τ. A. is Gen. instrumenti vel modi, i. e. it signifies here, 
that the blessings bestowed upon men, come by or through Christ, 
by his means or his agency. So Erasmus and Tholuck; and this 
sense seems best to fit the in 

Eig τοὺς πολλοὺς ἐπερίσσευσε, hath aboundcd toward the many. 
Τοὺς πολλοὺς is, of course, of a different meaning from moAAov¢* just 
as οὗ πολλοί, in the preceding clause, differs from πολλοὶ. The lat- 
ter would signify many in distinction from a few; but of πολλοὶ sig- 
nifies the many, i. e. the mass of men, as we say in English; or in 
German, die Gesammtheit der Menschen; in Hebrew, D4N~>D. 
Rightly has Augustine said (on v. 19): “Auaerwdol κατε oradnouy 
οὗ πολλοί, multi constituti sunt peccatores, i. 6. omnes, qui revera 
sunt multi. So in v. 18, the synonyme is πάντας ἀνθρώπους. 

The reader will observe, that the statement made in this verse is 
simple declaration ; a declaration, however, in which the appeal is 
tacitly made to that sense of the divine goodness, which, the apostle 
seems to have taken for granted, dwelt in the breast of all his readers. 
“Tf it be true,’ says he, ‘that the sin of Adam occasioned so much 
evil; then surely we may regard Jt as true, that the goodness of God 
has abounded so as to counterbalance it.’ He needed no argument 
to make his readers inclined to receive this. 

As to the question, how much ἢ χάρις τοῦ ϑεοὺ and ἡ δωρεὰ 
ἐν yaoure here mean, and how these are bestowed on all men, I 
must refer the reader to what is said above, and in ExcursusIV. Let 
us count in what manner we please, and, if we make a right estimate, 
the blessings of the gospel more than counterbalance the mischiefs of 
the fall; and this is true, even when we take into view the full 
extent of those mischiefs. How this can be, I have rh attempted 
to explain, in the places to. which I have just referred. 

(16) Kat, imo, immo, yea. Καὶ confirmantis, but with the repe- 
tition of the preceding idea. It is obvious, indeed, that v. 16 repeats 
the first proposition i in v. 15, and then adds an explanation, or rather, a 
confirmation of it. It is constructed in the same manner; inasmuch 
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as it begins shih the general assertion of dissimilar ity (οὐχ οἷς), iid 
then continues with a γάρ explicative, as before. After οὐχ εἷς, κρί- 
μα should be mentally inserted in order to fill out the ellipsis; as is 
clear from the next clause, viz. τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα. Comp. οὐχ εἷς 
τὸ παράπτωμα, in v. 15. 

“Auaotnoaurtos. Several important Codices, viz. D. E. F. G.; 

also the Syriac, Vulgate, and old Latin versions; read ἁμαρτήματος. 
But the present reading has, on the whole, the weight of evidence in 
its favour; and it is attended with no serious difficulty. One need 
only insert κρίμα after w¢, and the comparison is obvious; and that 
this should be done, is plain, as has already been hinted, from the 
‘clause immediately following, viz. τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα u.t.4. The 
whole would then read thus: ‘ Yea, [the sentence] by one who sin- 
ned, is not like the free gift; for the sentence by reason of one 
[offence] was unto condemnation [was a condemning sentence]; but 
the free gift [pardon] is of many offences, unto justification, i.e. isa - 
sentence of acquittal from condemnation.’ 

10 μὲν yao κρίμα ἐξ ἑνὸς, i.e. ἐξ ἑνὸς [παραπτώματος] ; for the 
antithesis, χάρισμα ἐκ πολλῶν παραπτωμάτων, shews, very clear- 
ly, that παραπτώματος is to be supplied after ἑνός. 

Awonpe and δικαίωμα differ not at all in sense here. It appears 
to be merely variety of expression which is sought for in the use of 
them, but not a difference in the meaning or idea. 

The verse thus interpreted, shews the ground of the περισσεία, 
the abounding of the grace of the gospel, over the κρίμα or κατάχρι- 
μα occasioned by the sin of Adam. This abounding was asserted in 
v. 15, but not particularly explained. Here it is explained. What-. 
ever were the evils occasioned to the posterity of Adam, by his fall, 
they were only such as one offence occasioned. But, on the other 
hand, the blessings procured by Christ, are not merely commensurate 
with these evils; they extend not only to counterbalancing the conse- 
quences of the fall; but also to the removing of the ἀντ λάρον. of 
the πολλὰ παραπτώματα of men. 

I cannot agree with Siiskind, who (Magazin der Dogmatik und 
Moral, Th. XIII. p. 86, seq.) supplies ἀνθρώπου after évog here, and 
refers πολλών, not to παραπτωμάτων, but to ἀν ϑ πων under- 
stood ; a violence by which nearly the whole of the antithesis is lost, 
and which seems to me plainly to force upon the passage a sense not 
belonging to it. Chrysostom saw the passage in another light; who 

says: H δὲ χάρις ov τὴν μίαν ἐκείνην ἀμαρτίαν avethn μόνον, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰς μετ᾽ ἐκείνην εἰσελϑώσας. 
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The general object of the verse is sufficiently plain, from the con- 
siderations already stated. But there is still some difficulty as to the 
detail. Κρίμα, implied after οὐχ ws, and expressed in τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
κρίμα, means judgment or sentence of condemnation, or punishment. 
So it often means, e. g, Rom. 3: 8. 13: 2. 1 Cor. 11: 29. Gal. 5: 10. 
1 Tim. 5: 12, et alibi. It is plainly the opposite of δωρήμια, which is 
only another name for χάρέσμα, as the sequel of the verse shews, in 
which the latter is substituted for the former. Now as δώρημα and 
χάρισμα both denote favour, good bestowed of any kind; so κρίμα 
{the antithesis) must of course denote the opposite of this, i. 6. evil 
inflicted, the withholding of good. As in Hebrew, NNWH means not 
only sin, but the penal consequences of sin; so κρίμα means, not only 
condemning sentence, but the consequences of condemnation; see the 
passages referred to above. 

But how are we to interpret κρίμα dv ἑνὸς εἰς κατάκριμαῦ The 
_ very expression shews, that here xg/uc is to be taken as explained 
above, viz. as meaning the evil inflicted by Adam’s sin. .Now whether 
this be considered as the loss of the righteousness of man’s original 
state, and the being born in a condition in which it is certain that our 
passions will get the better of our reason and bring us under condem- 
nation; or whether it be considered as matter of fact, that the sin of 
Adam occasions all men to be born with a disposition which is in 
itself positively sinful, and thus necessarily leading to our condemna- 
nation ; it is still true in either case, that the κρέμα, the evil inflicted 
or suffered, is of such a nature as to lead to, or prepare the way for, 
κατάχριμα, condemnation, i. 6. ϑάνατος in its higher and more 
dreadful sense. Before εἰς xaraxocua the verb ἐγένετο is of course 
implied. : 

But you may ask: Does the xg/ue then lead all men without 
exception to xaraxgyua? All, I reply, who sin; but others, i. e. 
infants and idiots, are not necessarily involved in this, in its highest 
and most awful sense, any more than they are in the sentence: “He 
that believeth not shall be damned.” The declaration now in ques- 
tion, does not extend of necessity, (I mean, of course, in its high and 
full sense), to every individual, any more than the δικαίωμα does, 
which is mentioned in the last clause of the verse. Some voluntary 
act on the part of each individual, (as has once and again been 
already said), is essential either to subject one to the κατάκρεμα, or to 
receive the δικαίωμα, in their full sense. If the comparison of the 
apostle will hold here, (and who will deny that he means to make 
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any act of their own, than it is true that δικαίωμα, in its full sense, 
is actually conferred by the one righteous on all, without any act 
of their own. But the latter is certainly not true; how then can the 
former be made out? That the fall of Adam has had an influence 
on the guilt and condemnation of all who perish, in some way or 
other; that it is one of the causes, in the sense of being an occasion 
of, or being accessory to, a state or condition preparatory to the guilt 
that brings on κατάκριμα in its highest sense, I do most fully believe 
and freely admit. I see no ground to deny that the apostle had at least 
so much in view. More than this, his language does not oblige us to 
admit; and more than this, the nature of his comparisons does not 
seem to allow. Certainly the analogy of other parts of Scripture 
speaks for such an interpretation ; as we shall see in the sequel. For 
additional considerations relative to this topic, I must refer the reader 
to the remarks on v. 19, and to the Excursus which is connected 
with it. 

In regard to ἐξ ἐνὸς [παραπτώματος], Flatt observes, that the 
mention of one offence, viz. the first one of Adam, does not exclude 
the idea that his other and subsequent offences might have contributed 
to the evils of his posterity, as well as this; ‘‘much 1655, he adds, 
“can we conclude that this one sin was the only cause of corruption.” 
But I cannot accede to this sentiment, in the shape in which it is 
here stated. It is clear throughout this passage (vs. 12—19), that 
τὸ παράπτωμα, ἡ παράβασις, ἡ παρακοή, all have a specific relation 
to Adam’s,first sin. Equally clear is it, that 1 Tim. 2: 14. 2 Cor. 11: 
3. 1 Cor. 15: 21, 22 favour this opinion. And in the verse before us, 
ἐξ ἑνὸς [παραπτώματος ] is plainly and directly opposed to πολλῶν 
παραπτωμάτων. But how could this be, unless Paul considered the 
first offence of Adam, and (I may say) this only, as having procured 
the evils which he here contrasts with the blessings bestowed by 
Christ ? $ 
It must indeed be granted, that this was a peculiar dispensation 
of the Most High, one which displayed his sovereignty in a special 
manner. But so was the dispensation of grace. It was the act of 
obedience unto death, by which Christ procured justification (dvxedo- 
moa) for us. All the obedience of his life did indeed contribute to the 
perfection of his character, and so fitted him to become an acceptable 
propitiatory sacrifice; but his obeying to the death of the cross was 
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Ahich our salvation was ensured; comp. Phil. 2: 8. 
John 10: 18. Heb. 10: 7—10. In this respect, 
the obedience of the one may be compared with the disobedi- 
ence of the other; as it is, indeed, in v. 19. 

(17) Thus much, in the preceding verse, with regard to counter- 
balancing, or rather, hindering or removing, the evils occasioned not 
only by the sin of Adam, but by all the sins which men have commit- 
ted°in their own persons. What is there said, seems to refer simply 
and only to the hindering or removing of the evils in question. This 
of itself would merely deliver men from positive evil, i. e. from actually 
‘going down to the pit;’ leaving them where they are, without ad- — 
vance to a state of positive happiness and glory. But such is not the 
work of Christ. The apostle had already intimated, in vs. 8—10 of 
the present chapter, that the Saviour does not begin his work and 
leave it half completed; and in accordance with this sentiment Paul 
now goes on to state, that in addition to saving men from the penalty of 
their many offences (v. 16), i. e. saving them from positive evil, Christ 
advances them, when thus delivered, to a state of exalted happiness 
and glory. vw 

Ei yao .. , διὰ τοῦ évos, for if by the offence of one, death reigned 
by means of one. The γάρ here is γὰρ illustrantis, in the same man- 
ner as it is in the beginning of v. 16; for v. 17 is (in respect to sense, 
not form) co-ordinate with v. 16, both being parts of an illustration or 
confirmation of the declaration made inv. 15. V. 16 declares that 
Christ saves men from the punishment of their many offences; v. 17, 
that he actually advances them to glory.— Tov ἑνός in both cases 
means, τοῦ ἐνὸς [ἀνϑρώπου.] The reign of death is here the same 
thing as in v. 14, i.e. ἐβασίλευσε means, was predominant, exercised 
an uncontrolled power. In what sense death affected all, has already 
been explained, once and again. 

Πολλῷ.... Χριστοῦ, much more shall they who receive abun- 
dance of grace and of the gift of justification, reign in life through 
one, Jesus Christ, Ilegeooeiav τῆς χάριτος καὶ τῆς δωρεᾶς τῆς 
δικαιοσύνης, refers to the χάρες and δωρεά already mentioned in v. 
15. ‘Tholuck refers δικαιοσύνη here to internal sanctification, or to 
the life of God in the soul of man, i. e. subjective holiness. But it 
seems to me quite clear, that δικαιοσύνη conveys the same meaning 
here, as διχαιωϑέντες in vs. 1,9. Certainly this makes the best 
antithesis to the state of condemnation, designated by 0 ϑάνατος 
ἐβασίλευσε in the preceding clause. In case we construe dexacoou- 
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yng as I have proposed above, the sentiment runs thus: “For if all 
are in a state of condemnation by reason of the offence of one, much 
more shall those toward whom abundance of mercy and pardoning 
grace are shewn, be redeemed from condemnation, and advanced toa 
state of happiness.’ But suppose, instead of inserting this latter 
clause, we should say: ‘Much more shall they who receive grace 
and are sanctified, be saved, etc.;’ would the antithesis be equally 
forcible, or the congruity of the sentiment equally striking? A nega- 
tive answer seems to me unavoidable; and of course I cannot accede 
to the exegesis of Tholuck ; especially when I compare the sentiment 
in v. 16, τὸ δὲ yaguome .... εἰς δικαίωμα. 

ασιλεύσουσι ἐν ζωῇ, shall reign in life, i. 6. shall be elevated to 
an exalted and glorious state of happiness. That ζωή is the common 
word to indicate happiness, needs not to be here proved. That to 
reign means to be exalted to an elevated and glorious condition, the 
reader may see by comparing Rev. 2: 26,27. 3:21. Matt..19: 28. 
Luke 22: 30. 1 Cor. 6: 2. 2 Tim. 2:11, 12. Rev. 20: 4. Dan. 7: 22. 
Ps, 49: 14. Ex. 19: 6, comp. 1 Pet. 2: 9. 

Flatt, in his Commentary, represents v. 17 as an advance upon 
the sentiment in v. 16, after the same manner (for substance) that I 
have done. This interpretation seems to me to fall in with the natural 
progress of thought in the apostle’s mind ; for the first thing, in con- 
templating the remedy for the miseries which followed in the train of 
Adam’s transgression, would naturally be, deliverance from positive 
evil or suffering. But this would not complete the idea of περεσσεία, 
the abounding of gospel grace. The reigning in life was essential to 
the full completion of this; and this v. 17 exhibits. 


CHAP. V. 18, 19. 


We have already seen, that v. 12 contains a protasis without a correspond- 
ing apodosis. We have also seen, that os ἔστε τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος (v. 14) 
comprises in substance, but still in the way of hint and not formally, a kind of 
apodosis. No sooner was τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος uttered by the apostle, than his 
mind was turned to the comparison itself thus proposed, instead of going on to 
complete his apodosis; and he plainly seems to have felt it to be important, to 

uard his readers against misconstruing τύπος, or carrying the resemblance 
indicated by it too far. Accordingly he does this, as we have also seen, in 
vs. 15—17; which exhibit the epanorthosis (ἐπανόρϑωσις) in question ; for so 
grammarians call that form of speech which is denianed to guard against mis- 
takes. This being completed, he now proceeds fully to exhibit his apodosis 
in ys. 18, 19, which we are next to consider. eae 
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(18) ”4ow οὖν... κατάκριμα, wherefore, as by the offence of one, 
[sentence] came upon all men unto condemnation. “Aga and ἄρα 
οὖν are commonly illative, according to New Testament usage; e. g. 
Matt. 7: 20. Gal. 4: 31. Rom. 7: 3, 25. 8:12. 9: 16,18. 14: 12, 19, 
et alibi. Nor does this make any serious difficulty here. The apos- 
tle had already averred, that Adam was τύπος τοῦ μελλόντος. He 
had already shewn, that the mischiefs resulting to our race from the 
fall of Adam, were more than repaired by the grace of Christ. "oa 
οὖν, then, would by no means be inapposite. It is as much as to 
say: ‘ Matters being as I have already declared, it follows or results 
from them, that the comparison begun in v. 12 will hold, viz. that as 
all have been introduced to sin and death by Adam, so righteousness 
and life are provided for all by Christ.’ While ἄρα οὖν may be admit- 
ted, then, (as Tholuck urges), to be i/lative, it does not hinder it from 
standing at the head of a sentence, which is properly a resumption of 
what had been said in v. 12. 

That δι ἑνὸς παραπτώματος means by the offence of one, is 
evident from the antithesis, δ ἑνὸς δικαιώματος " which naturally 
cannot mean any thing but the righteousness of one, (not one right- 
eousness). That κρίμα is implied after παραπεώματος, is suggested 
by Calvin, and is clear from the manifestly elliptical condition of the 
sentence as it now stands, as well as from a comparison of it with the 
middle clause in v. 16. ν 

In regard to the manner or extent of the κρίμα εἰς χατάκριμα, 
see the notes on v. 16. 

Οὕτω zai... . ζωῆς, so [the free gift] came upon all men unto 

justification of life. That χάρεσμα is here to be supplied, is manifest 

from the nature of the case, from the elliptical state of the phrase, and 
from a comparison with the latter clause of v. 16. Οὕτω καί, here, 
is the genuine mark of the apodosis, which stands in antithesis both 
to v. 12; and to the first clause in the present verse, which is merely 
a resumption or repetition in substance of that verse.— Aixaraaros 
being here the antithesis of παραπτώματος, must be explained as 
meaning obedience, holiness, righteousness = ὑπακοή in v. 19. 

Eig πάντας ἀνθρώπους, unto all men. Let us hear Calvin: 
“Communem omnium gratiam facit, quia omnibus exposita est, non 
quod ad omnes extendatur re ipsi: Nam etsi passus est Christus PRO . 
PECCATIS TOTIUS MUNDI, atque OMNIBUS INDIFFERENTER Det benig- 
nitate offertur ; non tamen omnes apprehendunt.” So do such men 
speak, when they look away from system, and have thoroughly studied 
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the Scriptures, as Calvin had done when he wrote this. In his early 
work entitled Institutiones, he has sometimes exhibited sentiments 
which appear to differ from these. I only add, that no words can 
more exactly express what I suppose the apostle to mean, than those 
of Calvin. 

“Ζικαίωσιν ζωῆς, justification of life, means that justification 
which is connected with eternal life or happiness. So Calvin; and 
so the nature of the case requires. It is plain that δικαίωμα in v. 
16, δικαιοσύνη in v. 17, and δικαίωσις here, are all used in the same 
sense ; as indeed they all may be, consistently with their form and 
etymology. These different words seem to be chosen by the writer, 
purposely for the sake of avoiding uniformity of diction. 

(19) The first impression on reading this verse is, that it is merely 
a repetition of the sentiment in v. 18. But, as Calvin remarks: Non 
est tautologia, sed necessaria proxime sententie declaratio; i. 6. it is 
not tautology, but a necessary explanation of the preceding verse. In 
v. 18 the apostle simply says, that [sentence] came upon all men to 
condemnation; wuy, he does not there say. In v. 19 he gives the 
ground or reason of this, viz. that “all men were constituted sinners 
by the disobedience of Adam.” And so, mutatis mutandis, in respect 
to justification. 

That παρακοή here, is the same as παράβασις in v. 14, and 
παράπτωμα in vs. 15, 17, 18, needs hardly to be mentioned. But in 
this case, as there in respect to παράβασις and παράπτωμα, refer- 
ence is not made to other offences of Adam besides the first, but 
specifically to the first, and to that only. See on v. 16 above. In 
other words; it is not the παρακοή of Adam’s whole life, to which 
the apostle refers, but the first act only of his disobedience. 

᾿Δμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάϑησαν οἱ πολλοί, the many were constituted 
sinners, or became sinners. Ασϑίστημι means, in the active voice, 
to appoint, constitute, make, cause, to put one in any place or office, 
to set him in any place, etc. In the passive and middle voices, 
(for χατεστάϑησαν may belong to either, inasmuch as the first 
Aorist pass. is frequently employed in the sense of the middle voice), 
κατεσταάϑησαν may mean, were constituted, or became ; comp. James 
4: 4, where καϑίσταται denotes becoming an ἐχθροὺς ϑεοῦ by one’s 
own act, i.e. by being a friend of the world. And so in 8 Macc. 3: 
5, ‘the Jews καϑειστήκεισαν [became] εὐδόκιμοι, by their own vol- 
untary doing of justice, as the first part of the verse asserts. In like 
manner here, no necessity is laid upon us, by the use of the word 
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χατεστάϑησαν, of understanding the apostle to assert that men invol- 
untarily, or without the concurrence of their own free will, become 
sinners. Surely men may become sinners in consequence of the act 
of another, and yet be altogether voluntary in becoming so; as is 
clear from the fact, that men every day yield to temptations offered 
by others to commit sin, and yet are altogether voluntary in thus 
yielding. Nothing then can be drawn merely from the use of the 
word κατεστάϑησαν, to shew that here the doctrine of imputation, in 
the strict and proper sense of this word, is taught. 

‘But if this doctrine does not lie in the word χατεστάϑησαν 
alone, does it not lie in this word joined with dca τῆς παραχοῆς τοῦ 
évoc? How can men become sinners διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἕνὸς, 
and be themselves proper agents in their own sinfulness Τ᾿ 

Bretschneider, in commenting on this passage, has remarked 
(Dogmatik p. 53), that the apostle, throughout vs. 12—19, has used 
διὰ with the Genitive after it; in which case, he says, it designates 
not the efficient cause, but only the means or occasion of a thing; and 
this he states as a principle in regard to the preposition διά. He 
adds, moreover, that διά should have been followed by the Accusative 
case, if the writer had meant to designate the efficient cause. 

I can hardly see how a writer of such distinguished acuteness, as 
Bretschneider, and the author of an excellent lexicon of the New 
Testament, should have Jet such a remark as this escape him. That 
διά before the Genitive often marks the efficient cause, the reader may 
see in John 1:3. Rom. 11: 36. John 3: 17. Rom. 1: 5. 1 Cor. 1: 9. 
Gal. 1: 1. 2 Thess. 2: 2. Heb. 1: 8, de ἑαυτοῦ. That it signifies the 
efficient cause any oftener or more naturally, when followed by the 
Accusative, has, I am fully persuaded, no foundation in point of fact. 
It can be made altogether clear, that διά before either Genitive or 
Accusative, in the New Testament, and also in classical writers, may 
mean, and does mean, both the efficient and instrumental or occa- 
sional cause. 

But although there is no just ground for the remark of Bretschnei- 
der, yet the fact that διά may mark either the principal cause, or 
merely the occasional one, shews that we cannot here lay any stress 
on the preposition itself as determining either for or aes the usual 
idea of imputation, in the verse before us. 

We must come then, in the next place, to the examination of the 
general nature of the whole phrase, in order to get the satisfaction 
which is required. And if now ‘the many became sinners by the 
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ΡΜΜΩΝ of Adam,” must it not follow that his sin is imputed to 
them, i. e. reckoned as theirs ? 

In reply I would ask: Why should this be a necessary conse- 
quence of admitting the‘apostle’s assertion? If a writer should say, 
that millions in Europe have become or been constituted profligates, 
by Voltaire ; would the necessary meaning be, that the sin of Voltaire 
was put to their account? Certainly not; it would be enough to say, 
in order fully to explain and justify such an expression, that Voltaire 
had been an instrument, a means or occasion of their profligacy. The 
sin itself of profligacy is, after all, entirely their own. 'There is no 
room for mistake, in such a case as this. 

But 1 will select a case more directly in point still; one taken 
from the very epistle under consideration, and which therefore must 
serve to cast direct light upon the usus loquendi of Paul. In Rom. 7: 
5, this apostle says, ra παϑήματα τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, τὰ Ova τοῦ νό- 
pov, our sinful passions which were By the law. Again, in v. 7 he 
says: “1 had not known sin, _except Ova νόμου. Again, in v. 8: 
“Sin taking occasion, δὲ ἃ τῆς ἐντολῆς wrought in me all manner of 
concupiscence ;” and so again in v. 11. Suppose now, that one 
should undertake to prove from these passages, that the law or the 
commandment (which is the same thing) is the efficient cause of all 
sin; what would be the reply? It would be, that the law, by the 
restraints and prohibitions which it imposes on the sinner, becomes 
the innocent occasion of exciting the sinner’s passions and opposition 
- to what is enjoined. These passions would have Jain comparatively 
dormant, had they not been roused by opposition and restraint. | It is 
thus that our ‘‘ sinful passions are by the law.” But is the law the 
efficient cause. of our sinful passions? Or is there evil in the law, 
which evil is put to our account, i.e. merely imputed tous? The 
answer to this is, that “‘the law is holy, and just, and good.” Ae 
then does mark some other cause besides an efficient one ; for surely 
the law is not the efficient cause of sin. Nay, we see by the instance 
just produced, that our sinful passions may be said to be διὰ τοῦ 
_ ψόμου, and yet that the law itself is altogether “holy and just and 
good.” It may surely then be said, that ‘men become sinners by or 
through the disobedience of Adam, without meaning by this, that his 
own personal sin is ours, or that his personal guilt is imputed to us. 

If If the apostle had said simply : Ava "Ada ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάϑη- 
σαν οἱ πολλοί, we could not have determined merely from this, even 
whether Adam was the guilty or innocent occasion of our becoming 
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sinners, (for surely the law, as above, was an znnocent occasion) ; it 
is only from the ἁμαρτία, παράβασις, παράπτωμα, and παρακοή 
which are attributed to Adam, and from the history of his fall, that 
we know him to have been the guilty occasion of bringing evils on 
his posterity. 

It were easy to produce many other cases of dca, applied in the 
like way as in Rom. viz.; but I deem it superfluous. It is impossi- 
ble, then, that any legitimate conclusions in favour of imputation in 
its strict sense, can be made out either from the particular words or 
the general phraseology of v. 19. 


We must, then, examine the nature of the case. What is it? It is 
(according to the common theory of imputation), that the sin of one man 
is charged upon all his posterity, who are condemned to everlasting 
death because of it, antecedent to, and independently of any voluntary 
emotion or action on their part. But this idea seems to be attended 
with some serious difficulties; for, (a) It appears to contradict the es- 
sential principles of our moral consciousness. We never did, and we 
never can, feel guilty of another’s act, which was done without any 
knowledge or concurrence of our own. We may just as well say, that 
we can appropriate to ourselves and make our own, the righteousness of 
another, as his unrighteousness. But we can never, in either case, even 
force ourselves into a consciousness that any act is really our own, ex- 
cept one in which we have had a personal and voluntary concern. A 
transfer of moral turpitude is just as impossible as a transfer of souls ; 
nor does it lie within the boundaries of human effort, that we should re- 
pent of Adam’s sin. We may be filled, and we should be filled, with 
deep, abasement on account of our degraded and fallen nature; but to 
repent, in the strict sense of this word, of another’s personal act, is 
plainly an utter impossibility. 

(b) Such an imputation as that in question, would be in direct oppo- 
sition to the first principles of moral justice, as conceived of by us, or as 
represented in the Bible. That “the son shall not die for the iniquity 
of the father,” is as true as that “the father shall not die for the iniqui- 
ty of the son ;” as God has most fully declared in Ezek. xvi. I am 
aware that Pres. Edwards (Orig. Sin) has endeavoured to avoid the force 
of the declarations in this deeply interesting chapter, by averring, that 
“the thing denied, is communion in the guilt and punishment of the 
sins of others, that are distinct parts of Adam’s race, i. 6. who are dif- 
ferent individuals,” p. 338. The same writer has laboured at length to 
prove the actual physical or metaphysical (I hardly know which to name 
it) unity of all our race with Adam. According to him, then, we are all 
one in Adam and with him. How then can we all be separate and dis- 
tinct from each other? Are we any more separate from each other, 
than we are from our first parents? Pres. Edwards and many others 
have often and at length represented our connection with Adam, by the 
figure of a tree and its branches. Conceding this for the present, we 
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may ask, whether the topmost branch is not more nearly and intimately 
connected with the one next below it, than it is with the root; and 
whether it receives the laws of its nature any more from the root, than it 
does from the branch immediately next to it ? Then we may ask again, 
whether any law exists between the branches as they have respect to 
each other, that is fundamentally different from, and opposite to, that 
law by which they are all connected with the root? Can the root com- 
municate that to the topmost branch, which does not come through the 
next branch below the topmost, and conform to the laws of its nature ? 
Or has the root some other mode of communication with the topmost 
branch, independently of that through the next intermediate one, and in 
conformity with the laws of its nature ? ΜΝ 

But I must desist from urging questions. I can only say, that my - 
limits, and the nature of my present undertaking, allow me to do no 
more than to give mere hints; and these, only in respect to a small 
part of the subject. I make the appeal, however, to all who have not 
a point to carry, and ask, for I feel constrained to ask: Would such an 
exegesis of the prophet Ezekiel have ever been produced, except for the 
sake of avoiding the force of a consideration, which at least seems te 
overturn the doctrine of imputation in its rigid sense ? I add only, that 
the whole doctrine of moral retribution, as built on the principles of 
moral justice, appears, at the very first view of it which is taken by our 
conscience and our sense of right and wrong, to be consentaneous with 
the principles laid down in Ezek. xvmt; and the representations of mor- 
al retribution in the Scriptures surely accord with the views of that 
chapter. 

‘ But still you admit, that the whole human race became degenerate 
and degraded, in consequence of the act of Adam.’ 

I do so; I fully believe it. I reject all the attempts to explain 
away this. (See in Excursus V.) I go further: I admit not only the 
loss of an original state of righteousness to all, in consequence of 
Adam’s first sin, but that temporal evils and death have come of course 
on all by means of it. I admit that all are born in such a state, that it 
is now certain they will be sinners as soon as they are moral agents, 
and that they will never be holy until they are regenerated ; consequent- 
ly I must admit, that all have come into imminent hazard of everlasting 
death, by means of Adam’s first offence. But it does not follow, that 
the evils of the present life, (which, I admit, in and by themselves con- 
sidered, may be truly regarded as a part of the penalty threatened to 
Adam), may not still, through “superabounding grace,” be converted 
even into instruments of good, with regard to the discipline of the pen- 
itent in this fallen state. “ We know that all things will work together 
for good to those who love God.” If infants are saved, (as I do hope 
and trust they are), all the evils which they now suffer in this world, 
‘may be made, by a wise and holy Providence, to contribute to their 
eternal good. In what way, I pretend not to determine. If they are 
jin fact saved, this fact of itself will render it certain, that their sufferings 
will be made to contribute to their eternal good; for so much we are 
ta , and so much therefore we know from the assurances of the 
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Séripttires It does not follow; then, eter a part, a very ech part, 
of the penalty of the law is inflicted on all our race without exception, 
and only such a part as is capable of becoming the means of good, (so 
the “superabounding ” and wonderful grace of the gospel has ordered 
it), that it can be proved from such infliction, that all are the heirs of 
eternal damnation, whether guilty or not of voluntary sins. It does not 
follow, because we are born destitute of those holy inclinations which 
Adam had in his original state, that we are born with a positive infus- 
ion of evil inclinations into our nature. (See Edwards on Orig. Sin, Part 
IV. chap. 2, who strongly asserts here the same sentiment). It doesnot 
follow, because it is certain that all who come to be moral agents, will 
sin and will not do any thing which is holy until they are regenerated, 
that when men do sin, they do not sin of their own free will and choice 
and without any compulsion or necessity. It was just as certain be- 
fore Adam and the fallen angels first sinned, that they would sin, as it 
is now that they did sin. Yet they sinned freely. Certainty, in the 
view of God or in the nature of things, as to a future event, does not 
δ αν at all from the possibility that it should be altogether volunta- 
and of free choice. It does not follow, then, from the entire certain- 
ty that all Adam’s race in their present fallen éotidition will sin so soon 
as they are capable of sinning, and thus bring on themselves the sen- 
tence of death in its fullest sense, that Ais sin is strictly and fully imput- 
ed to them. 

I might go further. Pres. Edwards and others have vehemently urg- | 
ed the universality of sin, as a proof that our nature has inherited a pos- 
itive infusion of corruption from Adam ; and he insists on this at great 
length, in the first part of his Treatise on Original Sin, as an unanswer- 
able argument. But I find great difficulty in admitting the force of the 
argument. Just so far as the human race have had any trial in a pure 
and holy state, just so far the consequence was a universal falling from 
that state. Pres. Edwards himself has taken great pains, in another 
part of his book, to shew that we had a more favourable trial in the per- 
son of Adar, than we should have had in proprid persond. Of course, 
then, he must admit that we all should have fallen, had we, like Adam, 
been placed in a state of holiness. ‘The corruption, therefore, by his 
own arguments, would have been just as universal as it now is, if all 
men had been placed on trial in a state of innocence. How then can 
the universality of corruption prove that men have now a positively ai 
praved nature which has been inherited from Adam ? 

I might even go farther still, and aver, that if the argument ~~ 
the universality of corruption by a valid one to prove our native and 
positive depravity ; ; the same argument will prove, that men would have 
been greater sinners if they had been born in a holy state, than they 
now are. For as all of mankind who were placed on trial in a state of 
holiness did fall; and as by the statement of Pres. Edwards himself, it 
must be admitted that all their posterity would have fallen, in the like 
condition ; and as it is clear, that when beings in a holy state sin and 
fall, they ans preeminently guilty ; so, for aught that I can see, Pres. 
Ed wards himself being judge, the guilt of men would have been just as 
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universal as it now is, if they had been born holy and placed on trial as 
Adam was ; while the measure of this guilt would of course have been 
much greater than at present. For Why were the fallen angels passed 
by, without any redemption provided for them, if their sin was not be- 
yond the reach of mercy because of their previous holy state? And 
why did Adam’s first sin produce such tremendous consequences as no 
other sin among men ever produced, unless its aggravation was exceed- 
ingly great, in consequence of his having fallen from a state of holiness ? 
And even at the present time, is it not true that the sins of Christians 
are, for obvious reasons, more blame-worthy than those of the unregen- 
erate ? 

But to return ; when I say, then, that the whole human race have be- 
come degenerate and degraded by the fall, 1 mean, that they have lost the 
righteousness of their original state ; that they are subjected to various 
evils in the present life ; that they are in such circumstances, that they 
will all sin as soon as they are capable of sinning, and never do any thing 
holy until they are regenerated. But in his original state, Adam did 
neither sin as soon as he was capable of doing it; nor did he fail to live 
in a manner entirely holy, for some time; how long, the Scriptures 
have not told us. Here then are two things, in which his state was ex- 
ceedingly different from ours; and in respect to these two things, it 
was far superior to ours. This entitles us to say, that our nature is 
now degraded and degenerate, in itself considered. As elevated by the 
grace of God, a different view is presented. But we have been con- 
templating it now, merely as it is in itself. 

1 add only, that as “the many” are never “made righteous” with- 
out penitence and faith, 1. 6. without some act which is, properly their 
own, so, by a parity of reason, we must suppose that “the many” are 
not “ constituted sinners,” except in the same way. 

I see no way, then, either by philology or from the nature of the 
ease, of establishing the doctrine of imputation, in the sense of moral 
transfer or communication of turpitude, or in the sense of guilt constru~ 
ed as meaning obnoxiousness to punishment in the full and proper 
sense of the word ; at least,no way of proving this from the passage un- 
der examination. 


In respect to ὑπακοῆς, I regard it here as designating peculiarly 
the obedience of Christ as exhibited in his expiatory sufferings; 
comp. Phil. 2: 8. Matt. 26: 39, 42. John 10: 18. Heb. 10: 7—10.— 
Δίκαιον κατασταϑήσονται οἱ πολλοί, many shall be constituted right- 
eous, i.e. be justified, pardoned, accepted and treated as righteous, 
shall be subjects of the gospel dvxucoovvn which Christ procures for 
sinners. . Under the gospel this is proffered to all men, as stated by 
Calvin; see on v. 18. So much is done without any concurrence or 
voluntary act on the part of the sinner; just as the same sinner is 
subjected to certain evils on account of Adam’s transgression, ‘and 
st any voluntary act of his own. But whether the sinner shall 
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obtain the higher ransom thus proffered, or whether he will suffer the 
second death or higher penalty—is suspended on his own act. It 
remains still true, as it ever has been, that “except we repent, we 
shall all perish.” Men do not become δίκαιοι, therefore, without 
some voluntary act of their own. Even so they do not become sin- 
ners, without their own concurrence. 

For farther considerations respecting this deeply interesting pas- 
sage of Scripture, the reader is referred to Excursus γ. 

* 





CHAP. V. 20, 21. 


The reader will observe, that in all which the apostle has said in vs. 
12—19, respecting the evils occasioned by Adam and the blessings pro- 
eured by Christ, he has said nothing respecting any good achieved by the Jew- 
ish dispensation, as a remedy for these evils. It is very natural to suppose 
that the Jew, ever jealous for the honour of the Mosaic economy, would teel a 
strong objection to the representation which the apostle had made ; inasmuch 
as deliverance from evils seems to be wholly attributed by Paul to Christ and 
his gospel, and nothing of this great work to be atiributed to the law. I re- 
gard vs. 20, 21, as designed to answer such an objection, which the apostle 
would very readily anticipate. The substance of the answer may be thus ex- 
pressed: ‘ As to the Mosaic law, it was so far from delivering men from sin 
and its fearful consequences, that the result of it was just the contrary, viz. the 
abounding of sin, or at least the more conspicuous and striking exhibition of 
it. Both of these sentiments, indeed, we may suppose to be included in the 
assertion made inv. 20. Ifthe reader is surprised at this, or doubts it, let him 
study attentively Rom. 7: 5—13, where he will find that Paul fully maintains 
these views, and comments at large upon them. The facts simply considered, 
are, that the restraints which the law puts upon the evil passions of men, 
make them more violent in their opposition; the light which the law sheds on 
the path of duty, makes men the more guilty and inexcusable when they sin; 
and ‘ tae holiness, justness, and goodness of the law’ (Rom. 7: 12), renders sin 
altogetier more conspicuous than it otherwise would be, (Rom.7: 13). In all 
these respects, then, the entrance of the law was followed by the abounding 
of sin; and what is said in chap. 7: 5—13 seems to render clear the meaning 
of the apostle in 5: 20. 

Moreover, in vs. 20,21, the apostle plainly designs to shew, that the gospel, 
instead of being superseded by the law in any important respect, was rendered 
(so to speak) the more necessary. The law, instead of diminishing the sins of 
men, did, on account of their abusing it (Rom. 7: 11), render them more guil- 
ty; and consequently it increased their need of a new dispensation of pardon- 
ing mercy. And such is the rich provision for mercy under this: new dispen- 
sation, that not only the sins which men committed before the law of Moses 
was published, may be forgiven, but even the more aggravated guilt which 
they incur who sin against the precepts of revelation, may be par oned. Ina 
word ; the law, instead of superseding the gospel, rendered it the more neces- 
sary: and the gospel was fully adequate to every case of need, however great 
this might be; for the sins of men, even of men enlightened by express reve- 
lation, great as they are, may now be forgiven by that mercy which abounds 
through Jesus Christ. ὲ δ᾽ τὺ ει 

Considered in the point of view now presented, the verses under considera- 
tion are pregnant with highly important meaning. Ἢ 
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(20) Nowos, revelation, the Mosaic law.—Tlagevoni dev, either 
came in unawares (which would make no tolerable sense here) ; or 
supervéned, came in by way of addition, preterea introiit (as Beza 
translates it); i. e. it supervened upon the state which preceded Mo- 
ses, when men were living without a revelation. Philo uses the word 
παρεισῆλϑεν in the same sense as εἰσῆλθεν, (see Bretsch. Lex.); 
but I regard the second meaning above given to the word, as the 
best in this passage. 

Ἵνα is said by Chrysostom to be οὐχ αἰτεολογίας ἀλλ᾽ ἐκβάσεως, 
q.d. not causal, i.e. not introducing a reason or cause why the law 
came in, but sihiaiic (x@azexos), 1. 6. shewing the effect or conse- 
quence; so that we may translate: The law supervened so THAT 
offences abounded. .'That ἵνα sometimes has an ekbatic* sense, viz. 
so that, may be seen in Wahl’s Lex. iva, No. ὦ. See also (on this 
use of ἕνα which some critics deny) Hoogeveen Doctrina Partic. 
Gree. voc. ἵνα " or Schiitz’s Abridgment of the same work. Comp., 
as clear cases of such an usage, ἵνα in Luke 9: 45. 11: 50. 14: 10. 
16: 9. Gal. 5: 17. John 17: 12; and see Bretschn. Lex. ἵνα, No.2 

The telic sense of ἵνα, however, may be retained in the verse 
under examination, by construing πλεονασῃ, as we do ἐπερίσσευσεν 
in 3: 2, which there means, may appear to abound, may exhibit or 
display its abounding, (like the Piel and Hiphil conjugations of 
Hebrew verbs); and to the same effect is negvocevon used in 2 Cor. 
4:15. In this way the sense will be: “The law came in, in order 
that sin might be abundantly exhibited, or that a full display of sin 
might be made ;’ according with Rom. 7: 13, comp. 7: 5—12. 3: 12. 
In this way it is construed by Tholuck, Flatt, and others; and it 
scarcely needs to be said, that the end or design of the law itself was 
not the increase of sin, but the restraint of it. 

My objection, however, to the explanation of these interpreters, is, - 
that v. 21 evidently demands a sense of πλεονάσῃ different from that 
which they give. If we say: ‘The law entered in order that the 
odious nature of sin might be more fully and plainly exposed and 
known; then what shall we make of vy. 212 It must be this: 
‘Where sin was more fully Khar grace rene ᾿ γἱΖ. 





Δὲν “When: ἢ ἵνα is employed in theod sense oft in ait sat, to ὕω: “μὰ ih ete. 


e. when it is causal, it\is called by the Greeks reAuxds (from τέλος), q.d. 
dicative of the ἘΝΤ or reason why a thing is, or is done. When it is used in 
he sense of so that, i. e. used in such a way as to denote the effect or f 
‘a thing, it is called ᾿βηβατικύς, ς or in Ga rider! oe d.e. shewing the ὁ οἱ ffect 
6 ἕω, of a thing. 
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above the display. But clearly the apostle means not to say this, 
(for what can be the meaning of,such a declaration?) but that where 
sin actually abounded, there grace actually superabounded. 

We must return then to the ekbatic use of iva here, which 
Chrysostom has proposed. The meaning of the verse may be thus 
given: ‘The Mosaic law which was introduced, instead of diminish- 
ing the guilt and sins of men, served only to increase them; for 
although in itself holy and just and good, yet being abused and 
resisted by the evil passions of men, it was made the occasion of 
increasing their guilt, because the light which it shed on them, both 
aggravated their offences and rendered them more conspicuous.’ 
Chap. 7: 5—13, as before suggested, is a full and satisfactory com- 
ment on these sentiments. 

Thus understood, it is easy to see, that the apostle has a deep 
design in saying what he does; viz. it was his purpose not only to 
convince the Jew, that the Mosaic law afforded him no prospect of 
deliverance from the power and penalty of sin, but that it had be- 
come the occasion of his contracting deeper stains of guilt than he 
otherwise would have had; and therefore, of plunging him into a more 
hopeless condition. The necessity of deliverance through the pardon- 
ing mercy of the gospel, does, in this way, become truly conspicuous; 
and the need of its superabounding grace is thus placed in a strong 
light, by the apostle. I observe that Turretin, perceiving the diffi- 
culties of other explanations, has for substance adopted the same 
which I have now given. 

(21) But where sin abounded, grace did superubound; i.e. the 
pardoning mercy of the gospel has triumphed even over the sins 
of the Jews, which were greatly aggravated by reason of the light 
they enjoyed. 

“Iva woneg x.t.}., so that as sin reigned by death, i.e. brought 
sentence of death or condemnation upon all men, in ike manner, also, 
grace might reign by justification unto eternal life, through Christ 
Jesus our Lord; i.e. grace might reign or have an influence widely 
extended, in the bestowment of justification or pardoning mercy, 
which confers eternal life or happiness on all men who will accept it, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.—After δικαιοσύνης here, one must 
supply τῆς οὔσης (which is) εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. In this verse, ἐν τῷ 
ϑανάτῳ is the Dative of means, or rather of manner ; ; and it stands 
in antithesis with διὰ δικαιοσύνης εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. Of course 
δικαιοσύνης, does not here mean righteousness in the sense of holi- 
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ness or conformity to the divine law, but in the sense of justification ; 
exactly as δικαίωμα, δικαιοσύνης, and δικαίωσιν, in vs. 16—18 
above. ‘The meaning is, that as sin exercised its sway over men, in 
occasioning their condemnation (ϑάνατον) ; so grace, which supera- 
bounds, has exercised its sway in procuring a remission of the 
sentence of condemnation, and bestowing that justification which is 
connected with eternal life. Turretin makes δικαιοσύνης here 
mean both justification and sanctification ; which is unnecessary, and 
indeed incapable of being defended. The antithesis of δικαιοσύνη, 
viz. ϑάνατος, does not mean both sin and condemnation at the same 
time; of course, then, δικαιοσύνη should be interpreted in such a 
manner, as to have a s¢ngle and not a double sense. ; 

The reader will not fail to remark, also, that as ϑάνατος is the 
direct antithesis of ζωὴ αἰώνεος here, so it must mean more than tem- 
poral death merely; nay, more than any limited term of misery in a 
future world; unless, indeed, it can be shewn that the happiness of 
the righteous is limited. But this none will attempt to shew. How 
then can the misery of the wicked be shewn to be temporary? 'That 
ϑάνατος is here employed in the same sense as in vs. 12—19, im- 
presses itself spontaneously on the mind of every reader, not misled 
by a priori reasonings. 

It should also be noted, that ὑπερεπερίσσευσεν τ χάρις cannot, of 
course, be applied to the number of its subjects here ; for how could 
grace superabound as to these, when αἰζ men were sinners? It plainly 
has reference, therefore, to abounding sin which existed after the 
law was introduced. What the apostle means to affirm, is, that 
however much sin was aggravated, under this new order of things, 
yet such was the greatness of gospel-grace, that it triumphed even 
over this aggravated guilt. In other words, the salvation of the gos- 
pel is so ample, that it may be extended to all men, however depraved 
and deserving of punishment they may be. 





CHAP. VI--VIII. 


_ When the apostle (chap. I—II.) had shewn the guilt of all men, both Jews 
and Gentiles, and that none could escape the wrath to come, except by the 
mercy of God through Christ, he represents the Jew as objecting to such a 
sentiment, on the ground that the fidelity of God, in respect to the promise 
made to Abraham and his seed, would be called in question by it. To this the 
apostle replies, that no such objection could be made ; for God is to be regard- 
saa to his promises, even if all men are thereby convicted of being 

] to their engagements: The faithfulness of God is, in fact, the more 
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conspicuous, when he treats those who have sinned, and who continue impen- 
itent, according to their real desert. 

The Jew, however, not satisfied with this, objects that there would in this 
way be encouragement for men to sin; inasmuch as the divine glory would 
be the more conspicuous, in consequence of the display of pardoning mercy. 
But this objection the apostle repels, with strong language of disapprobation, 
3: 5—8. He does not, however, proceed to canvass it, because he has other 
things which he is desirous to say, before he enters particularly into the con- 
sideration of such an objection. 

These he exhibits in chap. 3: 9—5: 21. After all which he here says, and 
especially after such an exhibition of superabounding grace, as is made in chap. 
5: 12—21, it is natural to expect, that the Jew would renew, at least in his 
own mind, the same objection as before ; and this, with more appearance of rea- 
son than he then had. Accordingly, we find the apostle representing him as 
immediately objecting to the views of gospel grace which he had expressed, in 
the following words: ‘Shall we continue then in sin, that grace may 
abound?” Chap. VI. VII. VIII. are designed to canvass the great subject 
which this objection brings forward, and fully to illustrate it. The course 
of thought appears to be as follows : 

1. The very profession and nature of the Christian religion are directly op- 
posed to continuance in sin; for he who is “ baptized into the death of Christ,” 
if sincere in his professions, must renounce sin, and mortify his carnal appe- 
tites, 6: 2—11. / 

2. The remainder of chap. VI. forms a peculiar argument, if I may so call 
it, with respect to the subject under the apostle’s consideration, viz. whether 
a dispensation of grace allows its subjects to sin. Verses 12, 13 are an ezhor- 
tation to guard against sin; which is occasioned by the preceding considera- 
tions that the writer has proffered. But in v.14, Paul places his subject in a 
new attitude. He had before shown, that Christianity from its very nature 
stands opposed ‘to sin, and implies the subduing and mortifying of all evil pas- 
sionsand desires. He now ventures to suggest, not only that there is no good 
ground for the allegation of the objector, viz. that the doctrine of grace would 
encourage men to continue in sin, but that this very doctrine furnishes pow- 
erful motives, yea more powerful ones than those which a dispensation of law 
furnishes, to excite men to the practice of holiness. He begins by saying, 
that‘ sin will not have dominion over Christians, for they are not under law, 
but under grace.’ This is as much as to say, that if they were still under the 
law (in the sense here meant), sin would have dominion over them; but inas- 
much as they are under grace, this will not be the case, ν. 14. By being un- 
der the law, he means being subjected to it and devoted to it, in the sense in 
which the Jews (as legalists) were, viz. confidently expecting sanctification 
from it. Being under grace means, being servants of grace, i.e. subject to its 
influence and obedient to its requisitions. Vs. 16—19 necessarily lead us to 
such an explanation. ; 

The subject thus introduced is one of vast magnitude and importance. If 
it be true, that a system of grace is the only one which now proffers adequate 
means of sanctification, as well as pardon, then is the importance of the gospel 
rendered doubly conspicuous. This is what. the apostle intimates in v. 14,and 
which he goes on through the remainder of chap. VI., and also through chap. 
VIL. VIIL., to confirm and illustrate. That this essential circumstance has 
been so often overlooked by commentators, has been the occasion of much that 
is irrelevant and unsatisfactory in their remarks upon this passage. 

_ The first illustration of the power of gospel grace to subdue sin, is drawn 
from the relation which the Christian sustains toward the gospel or χάρες. He 
has become the servant of grace ; consequently he must yield it his obedience ; 
and by becoming the servant of grace, he has renounced his subjection to sin ; 
consequently he must act in a manner that accords with the relation which he 
sustains, i. 6. he should live in a holy manner, vs. 16—20._ Thus the Christian 
must be led to act, on the ground that the consequences of obeying sin and of 
obeying grace are so unspeakably different and important, vs. 21—23. 

Thus far the apostle has employed comparison, in order to illustrate and 
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enforce his sentiment. I mean, that under the figure of Christians being the 
servants of grace, he has signified their obligation to yield obedience. This is 
laying a good foundation ; for obligation to be holy surely lies at the basis of 
the Christian’s duty, In the next place, he brings into view the consequences 
of obedience to sin and holiness. ‘Thus much, then, (he would seem to say 
by all this), belongs to a system of grace; and in respect to obligation and 
penalty it is in no wise behind a system of law. It holds forth both the obliga- 
tion to duty, and the encouragement to it; while the awful penalty of the di- 
vine law for neglect of it, i.e. for sin, remains in full force under the gospel.’ 

This, however, is negative argument; if I may so speak. 1 mean, that it 
does not directly prove what is intimated in v. 14, viz. the Superiority of grace 
to law in influencing us to lead a holy life. But it proves, that even in those, 
respects in which the law might seem to claim a high preeminence, it has 
none. The gospel confers as high obligation, and threatens as high penalties. 
In both respects it is opposed to sin; its obligations are directly contrary to 
sin y its consequences are just the reverse of those which follow sin. In all 
these respects, then, we may truly affirm of the gospel, as much as could -be 
affirmed of the law. 

3. Thus much in order to shew that a system of grace is not behind ἃ sys- 
tem of law, either in regard to obligations or penalties. All this prepares the 
way to accomplish the subsequent part of the apostle’s design : which is, to 
shew that the law (in the sense to which Jewish legalists adhered to it), 28. vir- 
tually and substantially renounced, by giving ourselves to Christ in the way of 
the gospel, 7: 1—4. This is an important point, and a great advance toward 
the attainment of the apostle’s design. : 

But he does not stop even here. He goes on (7:5, 6) to assert that the law, 
instead of being an effectual means of sanctifying men and making them tru- 
ly holy, is in reality the occasion of their plunging into deeper guilt; while» 
grace produces just the contrary effect. This is the ultimate and highest point 
at which Paul aims, in order to wean legalists from their unwarrantable at- 
tachment to the law. That he may fully accomplish his object, he shews, first, 
how the law, instead of delivering us from sin, is the occasion of our being 
plunged deeper into it, 7: 7—12. Secondly, he removes the objections which 
one might naturally raise against the law, on such a ground, 7: 13—25. 

4. He next goes on to shew that grace operates upon men in a manner en- 
tirely different from that of law, 8: 1—11. 

5. In the remainder of chap. VIIL., he insists on the duties and privileges 
that result from such a state of grace. 

If the reader will now look back, fora moment, he will see a regular series 
of thought, all pertaining to the same great subject, from the eommencement 
of chap. VI. to the end of chap. VIII. To the apostle’s plan of justification 
by grace alone, the natural and most formidable objection, at first view, 
would be, that such a doctrine would Jay no restraint upon sin, but rather en- 
courage it. Already had he adverted to this objection, in chap. III. 5—8. 
But with chap. VI. the formal discussion of the subject which is introduced 
by it, commences. The simple outlines of the argument and illustration are, 
(1) The very profession and nature of Christianity imply arenunciation of sin, 
6:1—11. (2) The Gospel lays more effectual constraint upon us to abstain 
from sin, than the law can do, 6: 14; for (α) By becoming servants of it, we 
must yield our obedience to it, 6: 16—20. (ὁ) It sets before us the highest pos- 
sible rewards, and renders them attainable, 6:21—23. (3) We renounce our 
legality, 1. 6. our dependence on the law as the effectual means of sanctifica-. 
tion, when we become affianced to Christ. We sustain a new relation in con- 
sequence of this, and are laid under new obligations, which are of a more for- 
cible nature, 7:1—4. (4) The law, instead of restraining and subduing our 
sins, is even the occasion of their being aggravated, of plunging us into deeper 
condemnation, 7: 5—11 ; yet this is not chargeable upon the nature of the law, 
which in itself is holy and just and good, but on our evi] passions which abuse 
it, while our consciences testify to the excellence and purity of the law itself, | 
7: 12—25. Consequently sanctification, as well as justification, can be expect- 
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ed not from the law, but only from a dispensation of grace. (5) Such is the ac- 
tual effect of grace; it subdues and mortifies the principles of sin within us, 
and affords us the effectual guidance and aid of the Spirit of God, in the dis- 
charge of our duty, 8: 1—1]. Consequently, (6) The obligation to live in a 
holy manner may now be urged on Christians with the hope of success, for 
they have aid which is adequate for every time of need; yea, which will make 
them to triumph over all the troubles and sorrows and trials of life, and to per- 
severe even unto the end, in the way of holiness and truth, 8: 12—39. 

[ hope the reader will pardon this partial repetition of the course of thought 
in chap. VI—VIII; which I have indulged in merely for the sake of being 
explicitly understood. The attainment of correct views in regard to this course, 
is a sine qua non to a right exegesis of the whole. How can we correctly ex- 
plain a writer, unless we rightly apprehend his aim, and the scope of his dis- 
course? It is impossible; and therefore it is of fundamental importance that 
we should obtain correct views of the apostle’s design in the chapters above 
named, before we can safely advance to the particular explanation of their sev- 
eral parts. All form one harmonious whole; all resolve themselves, at last, 
into the simple design of shewing, not only that the grace of the gospel is not 
justly liable to the charge of encouraging sin, but that ἐξ does in fact proffer to 
sinners the only hopeful and effectual means of SANCTIFICATION, as well as justi- 
fication ; yea, that it assures them of these means being effectual even to the 
end, so that their hopes can never be disappointed. 

If it be asked why sanctification is here so much insisted on, rather than 
justification ; the answer is, that the apostle had before most fully shewn, in 
chap. I—IV., that justification by the law is impossible. The question now 
with him is, whether this plan of salvation, viz. gratuitous justification, encour- 
ages the sinner to continue in sin. This question he treats in the manner 
stated above ; and thus shews, that the grace of the gospel is as necessary to 
_ us in respect to our sanctification, as it is in respect to our justification. A no- 
ble triumph, indeed, of true Christian principles over all opposition and objec- 
tions! One too which shews, that a system of law strictly adhered to, can on- 
ly end in the aggravated ruin of sinners ; and that therefore our only hope of 
salvation is in him, ‘“‘ who hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being 
made a curse for us.” 

lf the reader has still any doubt, whetherI have correctly stated the gen- 
eral outlines of the apostle’s design and argument, let him look back on chap. 
I—IV., and see that the great discussion concerning gratuitous justification is 
there terminated ; as is evident from chap. 5: 1—11J. Let him look at the na- 
ture of the subject proposed by the question in 6: 1, and the arguments and il- 
lustrations which follow. Let him duly consider the assertion in 6: 14, with 
the sequel in vs. 15—20. Let him then see, in vs. 21—23, that καρπὸς εἰς ἀγε-- 
aoudy is still before the writer's mind. In passing to 7: 1—3,4, let him note, 
that v. 4 sums up the object of all by wa καρποφρήσωμεν τῷ ϑεῷ. In reading 
vs. 5, 6, he must observe, that the law is set forth as being even the occasion 
of aggravating our carnal desires, instead of mortifying and subduing them; 
all of which shews the insufficiency of it as a means of sanctification. Vs. 7— 
11 only expand and enforce this idea; while vs. 12—23 defend it from abuse. 
Chap. VIII. opens as if the subject of justification were a prominent object of 
the writer’s attention ; but vs. 2—4 shew that this is only in consequence of 
justification being connected with sanctification. The special object of God’s 
sending his Son, as considered in vs. 3, 4, is κατακρίνειν τὴν ἁμαρτίαν ἐν th 

, and ἵνα τὸ δικαίωμα τοῦ νόμου 'πληρωϑῇ ἐν ἡμῖν. And so the sequel 
shews, that sanctifying grace subdués sin, and secures filial obedience. 
Hence, in vs. 12—17, the exhortation subjoined to the preceding context is, 
that Christians “ should not live κατὰ odgxa.” And finally, itis the sanctifi- 
ed, filial, obedient spirit, inspired by the gospel and given by the Spirit of God 
in connection with it, which supports us under all sorrows and trials, and will 
end in complete and everlasting triumph. On the face of all this course of 
thought, there lies, then, what has already been attributed to it. 

There is another circumstance still, which affords no small ground for con- 
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firming what has been stated above. Let the reader look back to chap. 5: I— 
11, and see that the apostle, after finishing his discussion with regard to the 
subject of justification by grace, goes on to declare the happy fruits of this, 
viz. cheering support under all the sorrows of life, and assurance of final hap- 
piness in the kingdom of glory, through the redemption of Christ. Even so 
in chap. 8: 14—39. When Paul has completed the discussion of his second 
grand theme, viz. the sanctifying nature of gospel grace, he goes on to shew, 
first, how it triumphs over sufferings and sorrows, inspiring a joyful hope; 
and secondly, that it will assuredly bring the believer, at last, safe to glory. 
The parallelism, as to the general course of thought, is so exact hetween chap. 
5: l—11, and 8: 14—39, that no one can help perceiving it. There is then 
good ground to believe, from this circumstance, in addition to the other evi- 
dence produced above, that the apostle had, in his own view, here eompleted 
a second prominent topic of discussion ; just as, at the end of chap. IV., he had 
completed his first one. The rest of his epistle is employed in canvassing va- 
rious objections raised by Judaizing opponents; and in delivering various pre- 
cepts and exhortations suited to the condition of the church at Rome. 

If the general course of thought now lies before us, in an intelligible man- 
ner, we are prepared to advance once more to the consideration of particulars. 


(1) Τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν; words of the objector ; viz. ‘What shall be 
said, now, as to such a sentiment as that just uttered, viz. that where 
sin abounded, grace did superabound? Does it not follow that one 
may well say: Let us continue in sin, that grace may abound?” The 
meaning of the question is: Since God is glorified in the abounding 
of his grace; and since this abounds in proportion to the sm which 
is committed ; then why should we not go on to sin, as the glory of 
God will in this way be made to abound? 

(2) ᾿“πεϑάνομεν τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, dead to sin means, to renounce 
sin; to become as it were insensible to its exciting power or influ- 
~ ence, (as a dead person is incapable of sensibility); or, as Chrysos- 
tom well expresses it, μήκετε Unaxovew [τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ], ἀλλὰ μένειν 
ἀκίνητον ὥσπερ tov νεκρόν. Comp. the phraseology in Gal. 2: 19. 
1 Pet. 2:24. Rom. 7: 4. 

Πῶς ἔτι ζήσομεν ἐν αὐτῷ; how shall we any longer live init? i.e. 
how shall we who have renounced sin, and profess to be insensible 
to its influence, any more continue to practise it, or to be influenced 
by it? 

There has been not a little discussion and controversy, in respect 
to the meaning and design of the apostle’s language here. ΤῸ me it 
appears wholly divested of obscurity. When the objector asks (v. 1), 
whether we shall continue in sin, he means, beyond all doubt: ‘ Shall 
we goon to sin? Shall we still continue the practice of it?” To 

this question the apostle answers in the negative; and this negative 
he expresses by the phrase ἀπεθάνομεν τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ. This must 
therefore mean: ‘To refrain from the practice of sin, no a 
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continue in it.’ It means just the opposite of ζήσομεν ἐν αὐτῇ, the 
signification of which is, to continue in the practice of it. To become 
dead to sin, or to die to sin, plainly means, then, to become insensible 
to its influence, to be unmoved by it; in other words, to renounce 
it and refrain from the practice of it. 

That such is the condition of true Christians, the apostle now 
proceeds to shew, by shewing what is implied by the very nature of 
a Christian profession with its initiatory rites. 

(3) “E8anrioOnuev sig τὸν Χριστὸν Inoovv. The sense of this 
depends on the meaning of the formula βαπτίζειν εἰς tiva—or βαπ- 
τίζειν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τινός. (a) Inregard to βαπτίζειν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα, 
the noun ὄνομα is, no doubt, to be regarded as expletive; as DW in 
Hebrew often is. So in the Jewish formula of baptizing proselytes; 
if the proselyte was a servant, the master, at his baptism, made a 
declaration whether he intended to make the servant free as a prose- 
lyte, or to have him still remain a servant. This declaration was 
made thus: 7775 73 OWa 220, he is baptized into the name of 
freemen; or 7322 DY 220, he is baptized into the name of α servant. 
So Matt. 28: 19, baptized εἰς τὸ ὄνομα TOU πατρὸς, καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ, 
καὶ τοῦ πνεύματος ἁγίου" which is the same as baptized εἰς τὸν 
πατέρα, καὶ τὸν VLOV, καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον. Accordingly we 
find ὄνομα omitted in our text, as also in 1 Cor. 10: 2, Gal. 3: 27; 
it is used in Acts 8: 16. 19: 5. 1 Cor. 1: 13, 15. 

(6) The sense of the whole formula is more difficult to be ascer- 
tained. Most commentators, after Vitringa (Obs. Sac. III. 22), ex- 
plain εἰς as meaning 1nTo the acknowledgment of ; with an implication 
of affiance, subjection, discipleship, etc. But the formula in 1 Cor. 
12: 13, πάντες εἰς Ev σῶμα ἐβαπτίσϑημεν, seems not to accord with 
such anexplanation. Here εἰς plainly means, participation; 1. 6. by 
baptism we come to belong to one body, to participate in one body, to 
be members of one body. In like manner, we may say, by baptism 
we come to belong, (in a special and peculiar sense, no doubt), to 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; to Moses, 1 Cor. 10: 2; to Paul, 1 
Cor. 1: 13. In this way all the passages may be construed alike, 
and the sense in all will be good. The idea is, for substance, that 
“by baptism we become consecrated to any person or thing, appro- 
priated (as it were) to any person or thing, so as to belong to him or 
to it, in a manner peculiar and involving a special ae ΠΑΝ con- 
peqnea special duties and obligations.’ | 

- This sense is such an one as fits the passage ie examination. 
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Thus interpreted it would mean: ‘As many of us as have become 
devoted to Christ by baptism; as many as have been consecrated to 
Christ by baptism; or been laid under peculiar obligations, or taken 
upon them a peculiar relation to him, by being baptized.’ 

Εἰς tov ϑάνατον αὐτοῦ ἐβαπτίσϑημεν, we have been baptized 
into his death, i. e. we have, as it were, been made partakers of his 
death by baptism; we have come under a special relation to his 
death; we have engaged to die unto sin, as he died for it; we havea 
communion or participation in death to sin; comp. Rom. 6: 6. Gal. 
2:19. The being baptized into his death is, therefore, an internal, 
moral, spiritual thing; of which the external rite of baptism is only a 
symbol; for the relation symbolized by baptism, is in its own nature 
spiritual and moral. The participation in the death of Christ, of 
which Paul here speaks, is surely something more than what is ex- 
ternal; it is of a moral or spiritual nature, of which the external rite 
is merely a symbol. ; 

(4) Suveragnuey οὖν κ. τ. λ., we have been buried with him, then, 
by baptism into his death, i. e. we are (by being baptized into his 
death) buried as he was, ov vetagnuev* where σὺν means like, in 
like manner with; comp. v. 6; also Rom. 8: 17. Col. 3: 1, where any 
other sense of σὺν is out of amngmoate 2 Tim. 7: 11, to which the 
same remark will apply: 

Most commentators have maintained, that συνετάφημεν has here 
a necessary reference to the mode of literal baptism, which, they say, 
was by immersion ; and this, they think, affords ground for the em- 
ployment of the image used by the apostle, because immersion (under 
water) may be compared to burial (under the earth). It is difficult, 
perhaps, to procure a patient re-hearing for this subject, so long 
regarded by some as being out of-fair dispute. Nevertheless, as my 
own conviction is not, after protracted and repeated examinations, 
accordant here with that of commentators in general, I feel con- 
iat briefly to state my reasons. ; 

The first is, that in the verse before us there is a plain antithesis ; 
‘one so plain that it is impossible to overlook it. If now συνεταφη- 
μὲν is to be interpreted in a physical way, i. e. as meaning baptism 
in a physical sense, where is the corresponding physical idea, in the. 
opposite part of the antithesis or comparison? Plainly there is no 
such physical idea or reference in the other part of the antithesis. 
The resurrection there spoken of, is entirely a moral, spiritual one; 
for it is one which Christians have already experienced, during the 
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present life; as may be fully seen by comparing vs. 5, 11, below. 1 
take it for granted, that after ἡμεῖς in v. 4, ἐγερϑέντες is implied ; 
since the nature of the comparison, the preceding ὡς ἠγέρϑη «Χρισ- 
τός, and v. 5, make this entirely plain. 

If we turn now to the passage in Col. 2: 12, (which is altogether 
parallel with the verse under examination, and has very often been 
agitated by polemic writers.on the subject of baptism), we shall there 
find more conclusive reason still, to argue as above respecting the 
nature of the antithesis presented. “‘ We have been buried with him 
[Christ] by baptism.” What now is the opposite of this? What is 
the kind of resurrection from this grave in which Christians have 
been buried? The apostle tells us: “We have risen with him 
[Christ], by faith wrought by the power of God [τῆς ἐνεργείας τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ], who raised him: [Christ] from the dead.” Here, there is a 
resurrection by faith, i.e. a spiritual, moral one. Why then should 
we look for a physical meaning in the antithesis? If one pari of the 
antithesis is to be construed in a manner entirely moral or spiritual, 
why should we not construe the other in the like manner?) To un- 
derstand συνετάφημεν, then, of a literal burial under water, is to 
understand it in a manner which the laws of interpretation appear to 
forbid. : 

(6) Nothing can be plainer, than that the word συνετάφημεν, in 

Rom. 6: 4, is equivalent in sense to the word ἀπεϑαάνομεν in v. 8. 
It seems to be adopted merely for the sake of rendering more striking 
the image of a resurrection, which the apostle employs in the other 
part of the antithesis. A resurrection from the grave is a natural 
phrase, when one is speaking with respect to the subject of a resur- 
rection; see John 5: 28, 29; comp. Dan. 12: 2. In accordance with 
this statement, the context does most plainly speak, both in respect 
to Rom. 6: 4, and Col. 2: 12. For in respect to Rom. 6: 4, the 
apostle goes on in the very next verse, (as is usual with him), to pre- 
sent the same idea which is contained in v. 4, in a different costume. 
V. 5 (which is a mere epexegesjs of v. 4) says: If we have been 
homogeneous (stugurot, like, of the same kind) with Christ in u1s 
DEATH, then shall we be in his resurrection. The same idea and 
explanation is repeated in v. 8—anePavousv—ovgnoouev* and the 
whole is summarily explained: in v. 11: So reckon ye yourselves to be 
νεχροὺς μὲν τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, ζῶντας δὲ τῷ ϑεῷ. 

_ Exactly in the same manner has the apostle gone on to explain 
συνταφέντες in Col. 2:12. Inv. 13 he adds: You νεκρούς ἐπ 
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your offences... . συνεζωοποίησε, has he [God] made alive with him 
[Christ], having forgiven us all our offences.” 

There can be no real ground for question, then, that by συνεταφη- 

μὲν, in both cases, is meant neither more nor less than by ἀποϑάνο- 
“μὲν, νεκροί, etc. The epexegesis added in both cases, seems to 
make this quite plain. 

The only reason, then, which I can find, why συνετάφημεν is 
preferred in Rom. 6: 4, and in Col. 2: 12, is, as has been suggested 
above, that the language may be a fuller antithesis of the word resur- 
rection, which is employed in the corresponding part of the compari- 
son. ‘‘ You who were [dead] buried with Christ,” gives energy to 
the expression. . 

(c) But my principal difficulty in respect to the usual exegesis of 
συνετάφημεν is, that the image or figure of immersion, baptism, is, so 
far as I know, nowhere else in Scripture employed as a symbol of bu- 
rial in the grave. Nor can 1 think that it is a very natural symbol of 
burial. The obvious import of washing with water, or immersing in 
water, is, that it is symbolical of purity, cleansing, purification. But 
how will this aptly signify burying in the grave, the place of corrup- 
tion, loathsomeness, and destruction ? 

For these reasons, I feel inclined to doubt the usual exegesis of 
the passage before us, and to believe that the apostle had in view only 
a burying which is moral and spiritual; for the same reasons that he 
had a moral and spiritual (not a physical) resurrection in view, in 
the corresponding part of the antithesis. 

Indeed what else but a moral burying can be meant, when the 
apostle goes on to say: We are buried with him [not by baptism. 
only, but] by baptism nro nis DEATH? Of course it will not be 
contended, that a literal physical burying is here meant, but only a 
moral one. And although the words, into his death, are not inserted 
in Col. 2: 12; yet, as the following verse there shews, they are plainly 
implied. In fact it is plain, that reference is here made to baptism, 
because, when that rite was performed, the Christian promised to 
renounce sin and to mortify all his evil desires, and thus to die unto 
sin that he might live unto God. 1 cannot see, therefore, that there _ 
is any more necessary reference here to the modus of baptism, than 
there is to the modus of the resurrection. 'The one may as well hs 
maintained as the other. — 2 
_ Tam aware, however, that one may say: ‘I admit that the burial 
with Christ has a moral sense, and only such an one; but then the 
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language in which this idea is conveyed (συνεταφημεν), is evi- 
dently borrowed from the custom of immersion.’ In reply to this, I 
would refer to the considerations under (c) above. The possibility 
of the usage I admit; but to shew that the image is natural, and 
obvious, and that it is a part of Scripture usage elsewhere, is what 
seems important, in order to produce entire satisfaction to the mind 
of a philological inquirer. At any rate, I cannot at present think the 
case to be clear enough, to entitle any one to employ this passage 
with confidence, in a contest respecting the mode of baptism. 

Awa τῆς δόξης (= 5333) glorious presence, i. 6. glorious display 
of power, might. The Hebrew +» , might, power, is sometimes ren- 
dered δόξα by the Seventy; 6. g. Ps. 68: 35 (67:34). Is. 12:2. The 
idea really conveyed by διὰ τῆς δόξης here, can be satisfactorily 
explained, however, only by a reference to the Hebrew 7122, which 
was employed to designate the divine presence as being attended with 
a supernatural brightness or splendor. In the same sense γ3 
was employed by the Rabbinic writers; comp. Matt. 28: 3. Luke 
24:4, which seem to disclose that to which διὰ τῆς δόξης here re- 
fers. Bretschneider (Lex.) has rendered the phrase, in Dei gloriam ; 
a liberty which διὰ before the Genitive does not seem to allow. Ave 
signifying on account of, for the sake of, as an end or object, must 
have the Accusative after it; at least I have not been satisfied with 
any proof which I have seen, that it admits-the Genitive in such a 








- sense. Compare, as to sentiment, Col. 2:2. Eph. 1: 19. 


“Ἡμεῖς [éyeoévteg]; which latter word plainly must be added 
here, in order to make good the comparison commenced with ἠγέρϑη 
above. , 

᾿Εν καινότητι τῆς ζωῆς περιπατήσωμεν, we [being raised from 
the dead] should live a new life; i.e. as we have been made like unto 
Christ in his death, so must we also in his resurrection, or, we must, 
like him, live a new life after our resurrection. See the ee 
given inv. 11. 

_ It will occur to the distinguishing reader, at once, that the com- 
parison here instituted by the apostle, is not one in all respects of Like 
with like. Christ died ror sin, i. e. on account of it, in order to make 
expiation for it; the believer dies To sin, that is, he mortifies, subdues 
it, becomes insensible to its influence, or at least successfully resists 
it. Christ had no sin of his own to mortify ; the believer’s dying 
consists in the mortification of his own sins. Even so it is with the 
resurrection.. Christ rose physically from the dead; the believer, in 
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“ὁ ἃ 
the present life, rises spiritually from a state of moral death. Christ 
lived physically and naturally a new life; the believer lives spiritually 
and morally a new life. 

On the whole, this is one of those cases of comparison, which, not 
affording strict analogies throughout, can be brought to bear only in 
a general way, and will not stand the test of being urged into partic- 
ulars. It were easy to bring many instances of the like nature from 
the Scriptures; but the attentive reader will of course observe them. 
Those who insist, in all cases, on exact similitudes throughout in 
comparisons, will find difficulty here; for nothing can be more evi- 
dent, than that merely some general traits of similitude exist between 
the two cases. Christ died for sin—a painful death; the believer in 
dying to sin suffers pain and distress, he ‘crucifies the old man with 
his deeds:’ Christ died in order to destroy the power of sin; the 
believer in becoming dead to sin, destroys its power or influence: 
Christ rose from the dead to live in wholly a new state; the believer 
who is quickened, must also live in a new state. Here the similitude 
ends; and here it should end, for the writer evidently did not design 
to push it any farther. Turretin, in speaking οὖν. 4, says truly and 
forcibly: ‘‘ Non tam est argumentum directum .... quam vivida 
atque elegans hujus argumenti illustratio, et quasi pictura pro more 
orientalium hominum ac specialiter Judeorum, qui ejusmodi figuris 
atque emblematibus plurimum delectabantur.”’ 











CHAP. VI. 5—11. 


The main idea or essential features of the apestle’s comparison being thus 
introduced, he now proceeds to expand the thought, and to present it ina 
variety of costume appropriate to the nature of the case, and serving to 
impress the whole upon the mind of the reader. (1) We have been intimately 
connected (σύμφυτοε, lit. grown unitedly) with Christ as to his death, i. e. we 
have died in respect to sin, as he died on account of it; and consequently we 
must be like him as to rising from a state of death to a new life, y. 5. (2) Our 
old man, i. e. our sinful passions and desires, is crucified, for the very purpose 
that our bodies which incline us to sin should no more be subject to the power 
of sin; for (to carry the figure through) he who is dead, is freed from sin ; 
consequently we, being dead to sin, should be freed from its power, vs. 6, 7. 
(3) If then we are in fact dead with Christ, i.e. if we have died to sin as he 
died for it, we must believe of course that we shall live with him, i.e. live a 
new life, as he lived a new one; for as Christ, when once risen from the dead, 
could no more be subject to the dominion of death, (since he could die on 
account of sin but once), and as he now lives forever a divine and heavenly 


-ςο 


life, so Christians must die once for all to sin, i.e. renounce it forever, and ΄ 


The reader will see, that the same idea for substance is kept before the 


the render unto God, i. 6. live a holy and heavenly life, vs. 8—1]. 
mind, 


, through vs. 5—I11. But he will also see, that there are shades of differ- 
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ence in the diction and method of illustration. V. 5, for example, presents the 
simple idea, in a generic way, of being connected with Christ as to his death 
and resurrection. Vs. 6, 7, present the specific idea of crucifying our old man 
(as Christ was crucified), in order that, being put to death, he, might no more 
lead us to sin. Vs. 8—II present the general notion of dying and living with 
Christ, i.e. as he did, but with the accessory idea, that as he died once for all, 
and can never die again but lives forever a new life, so we must, in dying to 
sin, die once for all, i. e. renounce it for ever, and ever live a new life.—How 
then, (for such is the question implied at the close of all this), can Christians 
continue in sin that grace may abound? There is no foundation for this 
objection, 








- » ‘ ' , . 
(5) E2 yoo oupguroe γεγόναμεν, if we have been made homogeneous, - 


if we have been connected together. So σύμᾳυτου must be explained, 
if philology is to be the guide. Σύμφυτος and συμφύης appear to be 
synonymous; and both mean grown up together, sprung up together, 
and so secondarily, intimately connected together, etc. Of the whole 
grain, growing together in one field, the Greeks would say: It is 


σύμφυτος. The evident meaning here is the same as ὅμοιος, homo- . 


geneous, or participating in, intimately connected with; therefore we 
may render: If we have become connected or homogeneous, by a like- 
ness in respect to his death, tov Gavarov being the Gen. οὐγεοίϊ, 1. e. 
the object in respect to which we have become like to Christ. ‘The 
meaning is: If we have become dead to sin, as he died for sin; then 
shall we in like manner live a new life, when risen from our [moral] 
death, as he lived a new one after his resurrection. ᾿ 

᾿Αλλὰ καί, then surely; ἀλλά, certe, profecto, sane (ἀλλά affirman- 
tis); at the same time contrast is implied between the part of the 
sentence to which ἀλλά is prefixed, and the preceding part.— Εσόμε- 
Oa, in the Fut. tense, but here designating a time future to that in 
which Christians were made to resemble Christ as to his death. Sen- 
timent: ‘ After we have died to sin, we must henceforth live in a new 
state. Or the Fut. ἐσύμεϑα may be regarded here as expressive of 
obligation ; for so the Fut. is not unfrequently employed; e. g. Matt. 
4:10. Luke 3: 10, 12, 14. Judg. 18: 18, 14 (Sept.). Deut. 6:5 
(Sept.). Matt. 22: 37, 89. Lev. 19:17, 18 (Heb. and Sept.). That 
the “apostle does not mean here to argue merely that Christians 
should, at some future period, become alive to God, is clear ftom 
v. LL. ὁ ; 

(6) Τοῦτο γινώσκοντες, knowing this, i. e. we acknowledge, 
concede, or consider as established, thus much, viz. what is immedi- 
ately mentioned in the sequel. ' ; 

ὋὉ παλαιὸς ἡμῶν ἄνθρωπος, our old man, ἃ phrase of Jewish 
origin, no doubt. Thus na the Talmud it is said of proselytes, that 





if 
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“they became as little children” (Jemavoth. fol. 62. 1); and they are 
also called a new creation, 23 SN 72. This serves to shew, that 
when our Saviour spoke to Nicodemus, of the necessity of being born 
again; and when Paul spake of him who is in Christ as being ὦ new 
creature (καινὴ κτίσιςν; there is no probability, that the language 
employed by them was unusual or strange among the Jews. The 
παλαιὸς avdownog here seems plainly to mean, the internal man, 
i. e. the sinful desires and propensities which belong to us in a 
natural or unrenewed state. he epithet παλαιὸς (old) is given, in 
opposition to the new spiritual man, which is put on in Christ Jesus. 

Dvuveoravowdn, is crucified as he [Christ] was, literally, is cruci- 
Jfied with him. On the comparative meaning of σὺν in composition, 
see on ouveragyuey under v. 4. Meaning: ‘The sinful desires and 
propensities of the natural man are mortified and subdued in the 

Christian, so that they will no longer have a predominant influence 
over his conduct.’ Not improbably, the apostle, in choosing the 
word συνεσταυρωϑη here, might have an allusion in his mind, to the 
painful and protracted struggle which every Christian must go 
through, in subduing his carnal desires. Certainly the word is very 
significant, when viewed in this light. 

Καταργηϑῆ, might be deprived of efficiency, might be destroyed, 
i.e. might be deprived of sinful vigour, power, life; might be ren- 
dered inefficacious, or be disabled any more from causing sin. 
To σώμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, (locus vexatus) is explained by Ham- 
mond, Schettgen, Glass, Tholuck, and others, by referring it to the 
Hebrew idiom; in which DX» and 713 (substance and body) are 
often employed either in a kind of superfluous manner, or (which is 
the more usual fact) in order to add intensity to the expression. This 
interpretation well fits the sense of the passage. Explained in this 
manner, the whole runs thus: ‘Our old man, i. e. our carnal natural 
man, is crucified as Christ was, in order that the substance or es- 
sence of our sinful passions might be destroyed.’ 

Another explanation is admissible. «Σῶμα in some cases has the 
same meaning as σάρξ " comp. Rom. 7: 24. 8:13; and taking duag- 
_tiag here as an adjective, we may translate: In order that our sinful 
desires and lusts might be destroyed. Tholuck objects to this as tau- 
tology ; but if it be so, then there is abundance of tautology in all 
— of the Bible. Comp, Rom. 7: 5 and 8:3, where is an expres- 

‘sion exactly equivalent; viz. pagnee sini See also Rom. 7: 25, 
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The true solution of the difficulty, as it seems to me, lies in the sen+ 
timent of the apostle here in the context, with respect to the body or 
fleshly part of man. He regards it, and speaks of it, as the seat and 
cause of passions and desires which war against the soul, and bring 
destruction upon it; e. g. Rom. 6: 12, “Let not sin reign in your 
mortal body, so as to obey THE LUSTS THEREOF” (αὐτοῦ, sc. σώμα- 
tos). Here it is the lusts of the body, which are represented as con- 
stituting the reign or dominion of sin. So in Rom. 7224, τοῦ σώμα- 
τος τοῦ ϑανάτου τούτου means, the body which occasions this death 
or condemnation (ϑανάτου Gen. effectis). So again in Rom. 8: 18, 
we have rac πράξεις τοῦ σώματος, the deeds (sins) of which the body 
is the cause or occasion, (σώματος, Gen. cause vel auctoris). The 
idea is the very same which is expressed by the apostle in Rom. 7; 
23, when he speaks of “ the law in our members, which wars against 
the law of the mind.” ‘ 

With these ideas and phrases in view, let us observe now that the 
apostle has just spoken of crucifying the old man. And what is the 
object? Plainly in order that this old man might be put to death, 
i. e. mortified, subdued, rendered inactive or inefficient as to its 
influence over us. He means a moral crucifixion plainly, and not a 
natural or physical one. Nothing seems to be plainer, then, than 
that τὸ σώμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας means the same as ὁ παλαιὸς ἄνϑρωπος. 
Both of course mean the natural internal man; the sinful, unsancti- 
fied, internal man, in opposition to the regenerated and holy one. 
‘Let us crucify the old man,’ says the apostle, ‘in order that he may 
lose all power over us, ἵνα καταργηϑῇ, that he may be deprived of all 
influence, or that he may be destroyed. But instead of repeating the 
phrase ὁ παλαιὸς ἄνϑρωπος a second time, he substitutes σώμα 
ἁμαρτίας in its room, as being altogether an equivalent for it. And 
thus viewed, all is plain. «Σῶμα ἁμαρτίας is the παλαιὸς ἄνθρωπος 
which excites to sin; and which, therefore, the spirit of the gospel 
requires should be crucified. Tholuck thinks it would be incongru- 
ous to speak of our body as being destroyed. But not to insist that 

-καταργηϑῇ is not confined to such a sense, (it is not indeed the 
leading or primary one), it is enough to say, that the body here, as 
merely flesh and blood, i. e. as merely physical, is not the object of 
the apostle’s contemplation. So C&cumenius: 70 σῶμα τῆς auao- 
τίας---περιφραστίκως" αὐτὴ ἁμαρτία. It is either mere circumlo- 
cution for sin itself; or it is the body merely as the cause or occasion 
of sinning ; and just so far as it is so, it should be mortified and ren- 
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dered inefficacious. Comp. in respect to the like sentiment, 1 Cor. 
9: 27; and exactly the same idea is found in Rom. 8: 18, τὰς πρά- 
ἕξεις τοῦ σώματος ϑανατοῦτε. 

᾿ΑΙμαρτία here is used in a personal way; comp. vs. 10—14. 
This removes the objection of Tholuck to the exegesis suggested 
above, viz. that if σώμα ἁμαρτίας means sinful body, then the apos- 
tle must have said αὐτὸ [not ἡμᾶς] δουλεύειν. What hinders us 
from understanding the apostle to say: ‘This body, as the cause of 
sin, must be mortified and subdued, in order that we may no more be 
the servants of sin?” 

Tov μηκέτι δουλεύειν ἡμᾶς τῇ ἁμαρτία, that we should no more 
be servants to sin. Tov... . δουλεύειν, instead of wore δουλεύειν" 
for in this latter way the Greeks usually express themselves. There 
are, indeed, examples of such a use of τοῦ before the Infinitive, even 
in classic Greek authors; see Buttmann’s Gr. Gram. § 127. 6. Anm. 
1. But the frequency of this usage in the New Testament and Sep- 
tuagint in the sense of that, in order ihat, which must be assigned 
#o τοῦ in some of these cases, seems to have its basis in the use of > 
before the Infinitive in Hebrew, where it may signify either design, 
object, or end, event, consequence. For a full exhibition of this sub- 
ject, with abundance of examples of all the different shades of usage, 
see Winer, Gramm. N. Test. ¢ 45. 4. 

(7) This verse may be regarded as a kind of general maxim or 
truth, in regard to all such as die physically or naturally. The ob- 
ject of the writer is, to draw a comparison between the effects of na- 
tural death, and those of spiritual death; the first causes men to 
cease from all actions, and of course from their transgressions; and by 
analogy we may conclude, that the second, which is a death unto sin, 
will doas much. The saying, in its physical sense, was probably a 
proverbial one among the Jews. Thus in the Talmud, it is said: 
“When a man dies, he is freed from the commands.” Tract. Nidda. 
Now what is said by the common proverb adduced by the apos- 
tle, in a physical respect, (and correctly said in the sense intended 
to be conveyed), the apostle means to intimate will apply, in a spir- 
itual respect, to one who is spiritually dead as to sin, i.e. he must 
become free from its influence. His great object is to illustrate and 
enforce this point. The yao with which the ia is frome 
is γάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis. 

Ὁ γὰρ ἀποϑανωνῚ is understood by some, as referring ὡμώμα, 


mrt et ‘unto sin; so that the verse is supposed to mean: ‘He. 
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who is dead to sin, is freed from its influence.’ The objection to 
this is, that it would seem to be a tautology, i.e. a mere repeti- 
tion, or nearly so, of the preceding verse. Bretschneider (Lex. 
δικαιόω) has proposed a singular exegesis: “Qui mortuus est, 
absolutus habendus est a poena mortis, nimirum quum poenam 
peccati (i.e. descensum in Haden) jam tulerit.” How he who has 
gone down to Hades, and is there still, is freed a poend mortis, I do 
not perceive ; nor is this exegesis applicable to the case in hand, for 
the question here is not about freeing from the penalty of sin, but 
from its power; the apostle is treating of sanctification, not of justifi- 
cation. On this ground the exposition of Alting, Wolf, Carpzov, and 
others, which gives to ἀποϑανών here the sense of an expiatory death, 
(by virtue of being like to Christ in his death), and so makes dedexai- 
Wrae ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας mean, ‘is acquitted from the penalty of sin,’ 
must be rejected ; although other reasons might be urged against it. 

I must understand δεδοκαίωται, therefore, in the sense already in- 
timated above, viz., freed, delivered from. Nothing is more common 
in the writings of Paul than the use of dcxacow in the sense of acquit- 
ting, freeing, viz. from the sentence or penalty of the law, etc. But 
here the idea is more general, and is equivalent to that conveyed by 
ἐλευϑερόω, which is substituted in its room, inv. 18 below. Com- 
pare 1 Pet. 4: 1, ὁ παϑοὶν ἐν σαρκὶ, πέπαυται ἁμαρτίας. In Sirach 
26: 29, we read: οὐ δικαιωθήσεται κάπηλος ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας, a ped- 
lar will not be freed from sin, meaning that in the course of his busi- 
ness he will almost of course be led to contract guilt. 

Thus explained, v. 6 asserts the fact, that in case the old man is 
crucified, Christians can no more be engaged in the service of sin. - 
V. 7 enforces this declaration by a simile drawn from natural or phy- 
sical death; viz. as he who is physically dead, ceases from all action, 
and therefore from sin, so he who is dead to sin (for this apodosis 
is implied), ceases from the practice of it. What is said literally of 
the one—literal death, is said morally or spiritually of the other death, 
which is of a moral nature. It hardly needs to be added here, that 
when the apostle speaks of natural death as freeing us from sin, he 
means from sinning here, in our present state and condition. What 
may be the condition of the soul in a future world, is not here an ob- 
ject either of inquiry or of assertion. 

(8) In order to understand the nicer shades of the “Spal s dis- 
course here, the reader must cast his eye back upon vs. 5—7, and 
re-survey the course of thought, which is this: : “We are dead ‘wir 
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Christ, and we shall live with him [in the sense explained above] ; 
for if we are made like him in the first respect, then we must be in 
the second. ‘That such must be the case, follows from the fact that 
our old man is crucified, and we are thus freed from the power of sin, 
and can no longer serve it.’ Vs. 5—7 are therefore merely an_ illus- 
tration or confirmation of v.4; and accordingly εἰ γάρ and ὁ γάρ, 
the usual signs of clauses added for such a purpose, here make their 
appearance. But v. 8 commences with an «¢ dé, which here devel- 
opes one of the nicer shades of meaning. “18 is not unfrequently em- 
ployed as a continuative of the discourse ; and particularly, where 
the theme before introduced is resumed, and something added by way 
of illustration or confirmation; in which case we may call it δέ re- 
sumptionis. Here the apostle resumes the sentiment of vy. 4, (Tur- 
retin and Tholuck say, of v. 5, overlooking the yao confirmantis of 
v. 5), for the sake of adding a new circumstance by way of establish- 
ing his position, viz. that as Christ died but once, and thenceforth 
lives for ever a new life, so the believer dies once for all to sin, when 
he truly dies to it; so that he must ever after live a new life, and no 
more practise sin as he once did. 

For the sense of ἀπεθάνομεν σὺν Χριστῷ and συζήσομεν αὐτῷ. 
see on v. 4 above; where also the whole nature of the comparison is 
stated. 

Εἰδότες Ore is employed here in the same way that τοῦτο γενώσ- 
κοντὲς is in v. 6, and for the same purpose, viz. as prefatory to the in- 
troduction of matter that was confessedly obvious and true. This 
form of speech is equivalent to saying: ‘What I have now asserted 
must be true, inasmuch as you know this or that to be true, from, 
which my position is a plain and necessary deduction.’ | 

Οὐκέτι anodvyoxet, dies no more, i. 6. will never more die. The 
whole force of the illustration hangs on these two words; for in these 
consists the additional matter which the apostle introduces.—Gave- 
τος... . κυριεύει, death has no more dominion over him; merely a 
repetition of the preceding declaration, in different language, in order 
to give it intensity. As to the sentiment here and in v. 10, comp. 
Heb. 9: 25—28. 10: 11—14. One is strongly tempted to believe, 
- that the same hand traced all these passages, from the peculiar shade 
of sentiment which is found in them. They mutually illustrate and 
confirm each οἴου. rt aM 
(10) 6 γὼρ wit’ ἰδ ρόδα: for in po een to his dying, he. died. on 
account of sin once for all, or only once. 'The construction of ὅ (neu: 


ROMANS 6: 10. 263 


ter pronoun) here, is rather unusual in the New Testament; comp. 
Gal. 2: 20 for a like example. For its use in the classics, see Matth. 
Gramm. 11. 894. Like the corresponding Latin quod thus placed, it 
means in respect to this, viz. that what is immediately subjoined ; 
which here is ἀπέϑανε.--- Γάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis, the verse 
being designed to confirm the preceding affirmation. 

Th ἁμαρτίᾳ ἀπέϑανεν, he died to sin. But “ he who knew no 
sin,” could not die to sin in the sense that sinful men do. The use 
of the Dative, in order to signify on account of, for the sake of, is not 
strange ; Eurip. Androm. V. 334, τέϑνηκα τῇ σῇ Ovyaryl, I die for 
the sake of your daughter. The Dativus causae vel occasionis also 
15 not unfrequent, e.g. Rom. 11: 20, 30; and this might be applied 
to the expression before us, in case it stood alone, in the following 
way, viz. Christ died on account of the sins of men, i.e. they were the 
occasion of his death, and he died in order to expiate them. But 
then we could not well interpret ζῇ τῷ ϑεῷ which follows, in like 
manner; and therefore we cannot admit this solution. The true 
solution, after all, seems to be the general principle of the Dative, 
which is designed to express an object to which the action of the 
verb stands related, but not the object on which it directly terminates. 
This last is marked by the Accusative case after transitive verbs. 
Here the dying expressed by ἀπέϑανεν bears a relation to τῇ ἁμαρτία. 
This is designated by the Dative of this noun. But what the kind of 
relation is, the Dative does not of itself designate. This must be 
gathered from the context, or from the nature of the case. And here 
the sense requires us to construe Christ’s dying to sin, as meaning 
that he died in order to diminish its power or influence, (Dat. incom- 
modi, as the grammarians express themselves in such a case).— Zge- 
mak, lit. for once; but the meaning is, as we say in English, once 
for ail. 

Ὃ δὲ ζῆ, ζῆ τῷ ϑεῷ, but in respect to his living, he lives to God. 
As this clause is an antithesis of the former, so the Dative here is an 
antithesis of the one there employed; for here it is a species of the 
Dativus commodi (as grammarians call it), the meaning being evi- 
dently that ‘Christ lives to the honour and glory of God.’ For such 
a sense of the Dative, and in a like case, comp. Rom. 14:6—8. See 
also 2 Cor. 5: 13. Matt. 3:16. Luke 1:55. 12:21. The case in 
Luke 20: 38, πάντες γὰρ αὐτῷ ζῶσιν, resembles the present one in 
form, but not in sense, inasmuch as αὐτῷ ῥόῳ phi: se tg to mean 
beyrhanns: Pa oni γὴν 
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Theophylact paraphrases τῷ Dew by a τῇ δυνάμει τοῦ err 
which spoils the sense in its present connection. Oecumenius says: 
“ He lives by his divine nature ;” which is equally inapposite. The 
Dativus commodi is, therefore, the preferable principle. So Demos- 
thenes: οὐχ αἰσχύνονται Φιλίππῳ ζῶντες, they are not ashamed, 
who live for the advantage of Philip. 

(11) Now follows the comparison of the members with the head. 
Οὕτω vai... . Fem, in like manner you also must account yourselves 
dead to nin but alive to God. For the sense of νεκροὺς τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, 
see on v. 2. above.—Zavras τῷ ϑεῷ has here the same sense as in 
the preceding verse. 

The only difficulties that seem to remain, are, (1) That the com-’ 
parison in vs. 10, 11, between Christ and believers, will not hold in 
the same sense. On this I have already remarked under v. 4. 
(2) That Christ Zived to God, in the sense here supposed to be as- 
serted, before his resurrection, as well as after it. How then can the 
apostle be supposed to assert what would imply, that it was only after 
his resurrection that he lived to God? The answer to this is virtual- 
ly exhibited in the context. The apostle has said that Christ died to 
sin, once for all; death has no more dominion over him. Now as his 
living to God is placed in antithesis to this, the necessary implication 
is, that he lives to him in such a way as to have no more concern with 
suffering and sorrow on account of sin, he lives to him in a state that 
is new, and the happiness of which is not interrupted bysin. In like 
manner, believers are to become dead to sin, i. e. to be unaffected by 
its solicitations, and alive to God, i.e. devoted in heart and life to the 
honour and glory of God, or living in a state in which God, and not 
sin, shall be the chief object of all their regard. 

In the case of Christ’s living to God, the meaning is, that he is 
forever exempt from the troubles and sorrows which dying for sin 
gave him; believers live to God, when they are exempt from being 
led astray through the solicitations and influence of sin. All this is 
to be attained ἐν X. ᾿Ιησοῦ, through Jesus Christ, for ‘his is the 
only name given under heaven among men, whereby we can attain 
to such a happy condition.’— 7 κυρίῳ ἡμῶν is marked by Knapp 
as being spurious. It matters nothing to the sense of the pa in 
general, whether it be received or rejected. ᾿ 

(12) Οὖν, therefore, i.e. all this being true which I have said, ‘it 
follows that sin ought not to reign, etc.— Βασιλευέτω, reign, μεν" 
nate, have rule; see on ὅ: 17.-- Τῷ ϑνητῷ ὑμῶν σώματε, in your — 
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mortal body. The ἡ ἁνητῷ ἰώ, given occasion here to a variety 
of exegesis. I regard the appellation as designating our physical, 
fleshly bodies, and the whole phrase, ϑνητῷ σώματι, as equivalent to 
σάρξ, or σὰρξ καὶ aiua. The reason why the apostle calls the body 
ϑνητόν, seems to be, that he may present, in an impressive manner, 
the sin and folly of permitting the lusts and passions of a frail, per- 
ishable body, to have dominion over the soul, The ground why he 
speaks of one body as the seat of reigning sin, is, that carnal lusts 
and desires have great influence in leading men to sin. Comp. with 
the sentiment here, Rom.7: 5, 23, 24. 8: 3, 6, 7. See also the re- 
marks on τὸ σώμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, v. 6 above. 

Hig τὸ ὑπακούειν .... αὐτοῦ, i.e. let not sin have such a pre- 
dominance, as to yield obedience to its dictates. There seems to be 
a tacit acknowledgment in the form of this expression, that sinful ap- 
petites are not extinguished in the believer ; he must keep them in sub- 
jection, but he does not wholly extinguish them. Fact accords with 
this. 

Tuig ἐπιϑυμίαις αὐτοῦ is rejected by Griesbach, but admitted 
by Knapp; and with good reason, as it seems to me; for the con- 
struction appears to be incomplete without it. “" 

(13) Παριστάνετε, proffer, give up, devote, afford. Médn means 
literally, the members of the body. ‘This verse, then, is only a virtual 
repetition of the preceding one, in different language, and for the 
sake of intensity.— 7 ἀμαρτίᾳ connects with μη παριστάνετε, give 
not up to sin, i.e. to sinful lust or desire, your members as instruments 
of iniquity, i.e. as instruments of doing that which is sinful. 

To ϑεῷ, being arranged immediately after παραστήσατε here, 
shews that σῇ ἀμαρτίᾳ in the clause above is to be constructed in 
like manner.— 2¢ ἐκ νεκρῶν ζῶντας, as alive from the dead, i. e. as 
raised from the dead; comp. Eph, 2: 1,5. The ground of this figu- 
rative language is easily found in vs. 3—11. That moral life and 
death are here meant, the reader scarcely needs to be reminded. 

Kai τὰ μέλη ἐπα ΝΣ ΕἾ, τῷ ϑεῷ, give up to God your 
members, as instruments of ΔΑ δον δῇ ; viz. as instruments οἵ do- 
ing that which is lawful and right. 7% ϑεῷ is construed here by 
some, as ἃ Dativus commodi; i. e. asinstruments of doing that which 
is right and proper, for God, viz. for the glory and honour of God. 
Tholuck prefers this construction. But analogy with the preceding 
clause seems plainly to require a different one, viz. such as I pare 
given in the translation ne 
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(14) ‘ 4ucoric γὰρ. ες κυριεύσει, for sin shall not have domin- 
ion over you. The yao ‘shite makes no little difficulty; yet com- 
mentators in general have passed it by, without even noticing it. It 
is clearly not the yao respondentis ; nor yet is it the yao illustrantis 
vel explicantis, for a new declaration is introduced in this verse, ἃ 
new subject, and not merely an explication of one already introduced. 
That Christians will not sin because they are under grace, i. e. that 
grace is a direct and efficient means of preventing sin, is a new at~ 
titude of the writer’s subject, first presented in this verse. I see no 
way, then, of accounting for the γάρ here, except in the manner so 
amply and ably illustrated in Bretschn. Lex. γάρ, 1. ὃ, where he 
shews that γάρ is often introduced by a writer or speaker, m con- 
nection with what is implied in his discourse, but not ezpressed, 
i. e. there is an ellipsis of some part of the sentiment, with which 
yao stands connected. So here, the ellipsis may be completed by 
supplying [καὶ τοῦτο ποιήσετε, or καὶ παραστήσετε ἑαυτοὺς], ἀμαρ- 
tia γὰρ κιτ.λ. That the sense of the verse is prediction, promise, 
(and not simply command or obligation), I must believe, with the 
great body of commentators, e. g. Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, 
Theodoret, Melancthon, Erasmus, Calvin, etc. Consequently I can- 
not regard yag here as causal in respect to the preceding com- 
mands which are expressed in v. 15; for then the matter would stand 
thus: ‘Be not the servants of sin, because you shall not be the ser- 
vants of sin.’ But if γάρ depends on such a clause (mentally suppli- 
ed) asI have indicated above, then all is plain: ‘Ye will give up 
yourselves to God, for sin shall not have dominion over you;’ i. 6. sin 
shall not be able to prevent your doing so, inasmuch as ye are not 
under the law, but under grace. 

Οὐ κυριεύσει means, to have a predominant influence, to hold 
dominion over you, as a master does over his slave ; comp. vs. 16—18. 

Οὐ yao gore... . χάριν, for ye are not under law, but under 
grace; an expression much contested, and not unfrequently mis- 
understood. The simple meaning seems to me ea to be: ‘Ye 
are not under a legal dispensation, but a gracious one.’ This is ἃ. 
general proposition, and one which the reader will hardly be able 
to understand, without reading the whole remainder of this chapter 
and also chapters VIT. VIII. By so doing he will see, that the apostle 
means to assert the incompetency of the law to furnish the requisite 
means for the sanctification of the sinner in his present condition. 
See in particular 7: 1—5, 9—11. 8: 3, 4. The confidence of ded 
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that sin would not have dominion over Christians, was wholly re- 
posed in the grace proffered by the gospel. He well knew, that no 
strictness of precept, no authority of law, no sanctions of it however 
awful, would effectually deter men from sin. He has shewn, in chap. 
VII., that the law instead of doing this, is even the occasion of the 
sinner’s being plunged into deeper guilt and condemnation, than he 
would otherwise be. How then can it deliver either from the power 
or the penalty of sin? It can do neither. The latter of these he has 
abundantly shewn, in chap. I—IV. The~former is what he now de- 
signs to assert, and what he goes on to illustrate and to confirm. 

To say, with some commentators, that ὑπὸ νόμον refers only to 
the ceremonial law, would be to give the passage a sense frigid and 
inept. Where, in all the sequel down to the end of chap. VIIL., is 
there any thing which reminds us that the discussion here has relation 
merely to the ceremonial law? Does not chap. VII. 5—25 most ful- 
‘ly contradict such a view of the subject? The law there discussed, is 
not only “holy, just, and good,” but it is the internal moral law, the 
ψόμος τοῦ νοῦς (v. 23), it is a νομος πνευματικός (v. 14), 


But the question is asked : How can it be true that Christians are 
not under the law? ‘The Saviour did not come to abolish the moral 
law ; nay, he came that it might be fulfilled (Matt. 5: 17,18); how can 
it alert be said that we are not under the moral law ? 

My answer is, that this is not designed to be said. Every expres- 
sion of such a nature as the one under examination, is of course to be 
understood according to the circumstances and intention of the writer. 
Paul had to do with Jewish legalists. And what was their doctrine ? 
It was, that salvation is attainable by legal obedience, not in theory on- 
ly, but in an actual and practical way, i.e. as a matter of fact. It was, 
moreover, that the law by its precepts, its restraints, and its penalties 
was an adequate and effectual means of sanctification. The first part 
of this scheme, the apostle has overthrown in chap. I—IV; the last 
part he is now employed in overthrowing. How he does this, the rea- 
der may see, by reperusing the illustration of the general course of 
thought, prefixed to the present chapter. 

Now that Christians are not under the law, either as an actual, οἷς. 
fectual, adequate means of justification or sanctification, is true. If they 
are so, their case is utterly hopeless; for ruin must inevitably ensue. 
‘That they are not so, the apostle asserts in the verse under considera- 
tion. And from the sequel of his remarks (6: 15—8: 39), it is plain that 
this is all which he means. What can be plainer, than that the moral 
law as precept, is altogether approved and recognized by him? See 
chap. 7: 12—14. Nay, so far is the apostle from pleading for abolition 
_ or repeal of moral precept, that he asserts directly (8: 3, 4), that the 
gospel is designed to secure obedience to these precepts ; whieh the law 
itself was unable to do. 
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It is then from the law viewed in this light, and this only, viz. as inad- 
equate to effect the sanctification and secure the obedience of sinners, 
that the apostle here declares us to be free. Who can object to this? 
Or if any one should object, how is he to answer the arguments which 
the apostle has adduced in the sequel, in order to confirm his declara- 
tion ? 

Let no one then abuse this declaration, by imagining that it in any 
measure affords ground to believe, that Christians are freed from obliga- 
tion to obey the precepts of the moral law? What is the divine law, 
but a transcript of the divine will? And are not Christians to be con- 
formed to this? Is not all the Jaw summed up in these two declara- 
tions: “Thou shalt love the Lord with all thine heart ; and thy neigh- 
bour as thyself?” And are Christians absolved from loving God and 
their neighbour? If not, then this part of the subject stands unembar- 
rassed by any thing which the apostle has said in our text or context. 
Indeed, when rightly viewed, there is no ground at all for embarrass- 
ment. 

I will only suggest, in addition, that ὑπὸ χάριν implies, that Chris- 
tians are placed in a condition or under a dispensation, of which grace 
is the prominent feature ; grace to sanctify as well as renew the heart; 
grace to purify the evil affections; grace to forgive offences though of. 
ten repeated, and thus to save from despair, and to excite new efforts of 
obedience. 

Viewed in this light, there is abundant reason for asserting, that Chris- 
tians, under a system of grace, will much more effectually throw off the 
dominion of sin, than they would do if under a mere law-dispensation. 


(15) Zi ovv;....yaouv; What then? Shall we sin, because we are 
not under the law but under grace? 1. 6. What shall we say to this? 
viz. what he had just asserted. Shall we conclude that one may 
sin, etc.? The first impression made by the declaration of the apos- 
tle, we might easily suppose, would lead the legalist to such a con- 
clusion. ‘Is not the law,’ he would ask, ‘holy? Does it not forbid 
all sins? And does not grace forgive sin? How then can grace re- 
strainsin? That is, why may we not sin, if we are under grace mere- 
ly, and not under the law? But this question the apostle follows with 
a μὴ γένοιτο" and then goes on to illustrate and confirm the impor- 
tant truth which he had uttered in νυ. 14. 

(16) Οὐκ οἴδατε; Know ye not ? i. 6. I take it for granted that ye 
know and believe. The reader will not fail to mark how often the 
apostle introduces this and the like expressions, as a preface to mat- 
ters which he knows are well understood and assented to by those 
es ym he addresses ; see τοῦτο γινώσκοντες. v. 6, and εἰδότες ν. 9. 

τι i ὑπακούετε, that to whomsoever ye give up yourselves 


as servants bound to obey, ye are the servants of him whom Ψεοδεν. 
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Aovhovg εἰς ὑπακοήν means, servants for the sake of obedience, 
servants obedient, ready, or bound to obey, devoted to obedience ; εἰς 
before the Accusative denotes purpose, object, intention, obligation. 
Aovhoi ἐστε, i.e. when you have once given up yourselves to any one 
as δούλους εἰς ὑπακοὴν, you are no longer your own masters, or at 
your own disposal; you have put yourselves within the power and at 
the disposal of another master. When the reader calls to mind the 
extent of a master’s power over his slave or servant, in the days of 
Paul, he will perceive the strength of the-expressions here. 
"Hrot apugtias.... δικαιοσύνην, whether of sin unto death, or 
of obedience unto justification; i.e. ye are servants, when once ye 
are given up, either to sin or to righteousness. If ye give up your- 
selves as servants of sin, then you must expect the consequence to be 
death ; for “the wages of sin is death,” v. 23. Once devoted to sin, 
and continuing to be so, you cannot avoid the end of it, which is 
death. But if you are the servants of that obedience which is unto 
justification, i. e. which is connected with justification, which ends 
in it, then you may expect eternal life (ζωὴν αἰώνιον, vy. 22). The 
argument intended to be urged by these representations, is, that when 
the Christian has once given himself up as the servant of grace, he 
. will of course, if sincere, yield obedience to its dictates; and these 
are such as will lead εἰς δικαιοσύνην, to justification. That such is 
the meaning of this last phrase here, seems to me quite clear from 
its being the antithesis of εἰς Oavarov. How the construction of 
these passages could have been a matter of so much dissension and 
doubt among commentators, as it has been, I cannot well conceive. 
When I compare the very explicit epexegesis of the whole in vs. 21, 
22, where ζωὴν αἰώνιον is substituted for δικαιοσύνην in v. 16, all 
seems to be plain and easy. Yet if the reader will consult even the 
commentaries of Tholuck and Flatt, he will find himself unable, (at 
least I have been so), to make out an explicit opinion from either. 
There is, indeed, a little doubt about the genuineness of the reading, 
εἰς ϑάνατον, inasmuch as Codd. D. E., the Syriac Version, etc., omit 
it. Yet, on the whole, no substantial doubt remains, that we should 
admit it. Then what is there so strange and difficult in the contrast 
here? Paul says we must be the servants of him to whom we devote 
ourselves, we must go where and when he bids ; and this holds true, 
he adds, whether we apply it to our being the servants of sin, which 
will lead us to death, i. e. condemnation, or to our being the servants 
of that obedience which is connected with or leads to justification, 
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i.e. pardon, acquittal from the penalty of the law. How can δικαύ- 
οσύνην here mean holiness, uprightness, when ὑπακοή itself necessa- 
rily designates this very idea. What is an obedience which leads to 
righteousness? Or how does it differ from righteousness itself, inas- 
much as it is the very act of obedience which constitutes righteous- 
ness in the sense now contemplated? Then, moreover, the contrast 
here with ϑάνατον does not seem to leave any room for doubt, what 
the meaning must be. The sentiment is: ‘ Fearful as the consequen- 
ces of sin are, when you are its servants, you must follow its dictates. 
But, on the other hand, the obedience which you yield to grace, is a 
joyful, glorious service, ending in eternal life.’ 

(17) Χάρις 02... . διδαχῆς, but thanks be unto God, that ye 
were the servants of sin, but have become obedient from the heart to 
that model of doctrine in which ye have been instructed. Such is the 
literal translation. But the nature of the case is sufficient to show, 
that the apostle’s thanks to God are not designed to have a special 
bearing on ἦτε δοῦλοι τῆς ἁμαρτίας. In view of the whole case, viz. 
that they once were the servants of sin, but now are devoted to 
Christian obedience, Paul thanks God ; as well he might, for ‘ there is 
joy in heaven over one sinner that repenteth.’ But to say that he 
thanks God with special reference to the fact that they were sinners, 
and because they were so, would be saying what contradicts not only 
the whole strain of Paul’s epistles, but all the Bible. 

It has been proposed here to render ὅτι although ; but, first, there 
is no adequate authority for such a translation ; secondly, the present 
construction of the sentence requires Ore as rationem reddens in 
respect to χάρες τῷ Dem; and the dé (but) after ὑπηκούσατε, indi- 
cates that ὅτι in the preceding clause, retains its usual sense. The 
true solution of the difficulty consists in taking the whole phrase to- 
gether ; for then a meaning is conveyed, which might well excite the 
mind of the apostle to gratitude. 

“Ὑπηκούσατε δὲ ἐκ καρδίας, but ye have heartily, sincerely, become 
obedient. The apostle means to express his cheering confidence in 
the reality of their devotedness to the cause of Christ, which they 
professed to love ; and this seems to me to be all that he here means 
to express. Tholuck says, however, that ὑπηκούσατε joined with ἐκ 
καρδίας, ‘is designed to render conspicuous the idea of the free will 
with which the sinner first came to Jesus and received pardon.’ Was 
it true, then, that Jesus first sought the sinner, or the sinner him? Do 
we “love him because he first loved us ;” or is it the reverse? That 
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the sinner was “ willing,” I doubt not; but that he was ‘‘ made wil- 
ling in'the day of God’s power,” seems to be equally plain. Does not 
“God work in us both to will and to do?” 

Eig ov... . διδαχῆς. The construction here has given much 
trouble to critics. It need not have done so; for ὑπαχούω may 
govern the Accusative as well as the Dative; see examples of the 
Accusative in Prov. 29: 12. Deut. 21:18. It may also govern the 
Genitive; 6. g. Deut. 21: 20. 26: 14, 17, et al. sepe. The Dative af- 
ter it, however, is most common. We may then construe thus: ὑπα- 
κούσατε τύπον διδαχῆς... ... εἰς ὃν παραδόϑητε. Eig with the 
Accusative very frequently follows naged/dmme, although the simple 
Dative is the most usual. But here the Dative would not give the 
sense—into which ye have been initiated, or in respect to which ye 
have been instructed. 

A second way of solving the grammatical construction, is by at- 
traction. 'The noun, as all grammarians of course know, is almost 
as often attracted to the case of the pronoun, as the pronoun is to 
that of the noun. The former we may suppose to be the case here, 
so that τύπον is written for τύπῳ, which latter would be the more | 
usual construction after ὑπακούω. Why Tholuck, Flatt, and others, 
should prefer the forced construction here, ὑτιηκούσατε εἰς τύπον ὃς 
παρεδόϑη ὑμῖν. 1 do not see. They do not seem to have adverted 
to the fact, that ὑπακούω may take the simple Accusative after it, as 
shewn above. 

‘That ὑπηκούσατε corresponds in the second clause here, to pe 
δοῦλοι in the first, is plain. The apostle might have used ἐδουλώ- 
Onre in the room of it; but ὑπηκούσατε corresponds better to the 
phraseology of the preceding verse. 

Tinov διδαχῆς, model of doctrine ; τύπος, model, form, ἜΡΡΕΙ" 
εἰσ. Comp. Rom. 2: 20, μόρφωσις τῆς γνώσεως" 2. Tim. 1: 13, 
ὑποτύπωσις ὑγιανόντων λόγων. In the classics, also, such expres- 
sions occur; e. g. Jambl. Vita Pythag. c. 16, “He had τῆς παιδεύ- 
σεως ὃ τύπος τοιοῦτος, such a model of instruction, and looking to 
this,” etc.; Ib. c. 23, ‘For the sake of rendering more conspicuous 
τὸν τύπον τῆς διδασκαλίας." Bretschneider (Lex. τύπος) gives the 
meaning of τύπον διδαχῆς here, by doctrina animis vestris insculpta; 

a sense which might receive some countenance from ἔμφυτον λόγον 
in James 1/21, but which, however, cannot be maintained as Paul- 
ine, after’ weighing the examples in Rom. 2: 20. 2 Tim. 1:13. 

(18) ᾿Ελευϑερωϑέντες .... ἁμαρτίας, being freed from sin, i.e. 
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from a state of bondage to sin, from being the servants of sin. This 
was effected, when they “passed from death unto life,” from “the 
bondage of Satan to enjoy the liberty of the children of God.” Then 
it was, also, that they became the Lord’s; they became so ἔχ xag- 
δίας. Being “bought with a price,” they held themselves, in their 
new state, to be under obligation to “ glorify God with their bodies 
and with their spirits, which are his;’ which is expressed by édov- 
λώϑητε τῇ δικαιοσύνη. 

It is easy to see, that vs. 17, 18, do not advance the argument of 
the apostle. They are not designed for this purpose; but only for 
the sake of making an impression on the minds of his readers. He 
intends to shew them, that they have a personal interest in what he 
says, and indeed that they are themselves examples of what he is 
declaring. To a like purpose, are the declarations in vs. 19, 20. 
Verse 18 may indeed be viewed as an appeal ad hominem: ‘Ye, 
brethren, are no more the servants of sin; how then can you. any 
longer continue to obey its dictates? Ye have become the servants of 
righteousness ; and of course you must obey its dictates, i. e. live a life 
of holiness.’ 

(19) ᾿“ινϑρωώπενον λέγω seems to be equivalent to κατ᾽ ἄνϑρω- 
πον λέγω, 3:5; i.e. I speak as men are accustomed to speak, viz. I 
use such language as they usually employ in regard to the affairs of 
common life. So the classic Greek authors say, in the like sense, 
ἀνθρωπίνως λέγω or ἀνθρωπείως λέγω" see Aristoph. Rane, 1090. 
Vespe, 1174. Strato in Atheneus, Deipnos. Tom. III. lib. IX. 29. 
So also the Latins; as Petronius, Satyr. c. 50, Sepius poétice quam 
humane locutus es. Cicero, de Divinat. II. 64, hominum more 
dicere. ‘The apostle means to say, that in speaking of the subject 
under consideration, he uses language borrowed from common life, 
which may be easily understood. The reason of this he now ae 


ceeds to assign. 
Ava τὴν... ὑμῶν, because of the weakness of your flesh, i.e. 


because of the ΓΗ or imperfection of your spiritual knowledge, 
or of your ability to comprehend me, which is occasioned by the flesh, 
i.e. the carnal part, having so great an influence. Or τῆς σαρχὸς 
ὑμῶν may, like the Hebrew “v2, be used by way of periphrasis, 
merely to indicate your own selves. Or ἀσϑένξειαν may be used here, 
(as ἀσϑενώνϊ isin Rom. 5: 6), for moral weakness. So Beza and 
others ; but this is an improbable sense ; for the apostle does not here 
speak i in the tone of chiding. The expression in 1 Cor. 3: 1, seems 
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to afford aid sufficient to make the matter plain: “ I could not speak 
to you as πνευματέκοῖς, but as σαρκικοῖς ;” which latter word is im- 
mediately explained by the epexegetical clause, ὡς νηπίοις ἐν Xovo- 
τῷ. So then, the ἀσϑένεια τῆς σαρκὺς may be regarded as indicat- 
ing (if I may thus speak) the feeble or infantile state of spiritual 
knowledge among the Romans; and to adapt himself to this, the 
apostle had made use of the familiar phraseology. which the context 
exhibits. In giving this construction to ἀσϑένεειαν τῆς σαρκὸς ὑμῶν, 
we must regard τῆς σαρκός as Gen. cause vel auctoris; so that the 
sense is: ‘The weakness which the flesh or carnal part occasions,’ viz. 
the inability to comprehend language of a higher and more difficult 
nature, which had been occasioned by their fleshly passions and 
appetites. 

“Ronsg yao .... ἀνομίαν, as then ye have given up your members 
to be the servants of impurity and iniquity, for the sake of iniquity. 
Tag here is rather difficult of explanation. Passow (Lex. yao) ob- 
serves, that ‘yao as a causal particle often precedes, in respect to 
position, that to which it stands related;’ e. g. ᾽“ερείδη, πολλοὶ yao 
teOvacw ᾿“χαιοί, τῷ σὲ χρῆ πόλεμον παῦσαι, I]. VII. 328, Atrei- 
des, since many of the Greeks have perished, it ts necessary that you 
should put an end to the war, Here πολλοὶ γὰρ τεϑνᾶσεν “Ayavot 
follows (in respect to sense) the clause which now succeeds it in 
regard to position. Passow adds, that in such cases yao has the sense 
of well since, because that, or da (since). This would fit the passage 
before us well, were it not that ὥσπερ forbids such a rendering; for 
to translate: As since ye have given up, etc., would not be congruous. 
We must refer γάρ, then, to the whole of what the apostle had said 
in vs. 14—18. “Qoneo yao x. τ. 4. resumes the exhortation in v. 13, 
and resumes it with additional strength, in reference to what had 
been said in vs. 14—18. ‘In view of all this,’ the apostle means to 
say, ‘it becomes you, as you have once served sin, now to serve the 
eause of holiness;’ 1. 6. if you were once actively engaged in the 
service of sin, much more should you now be in the cause of holiness. 
In this view of the subject we can see how yao, in this place, can be 
rendered then (Passow, denn); which is as much as to say : ‘In view 
of what has been suggested, or on account of what has been suggest- 
ed, I may go on to say,’ etc. 

Ta μέλη ὑμῶν is equivalent to σῶμα ϑνητὸν in v.12. It is re- 

suming the diction of v. 13, The ground of the usage is, that our 

_ members are the instruments actually employed either in the service 
35 
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of sin or righteousness. They are our instrumental agents.— Aovie 
is here an adjective, δοῦλος -ἡ -ov" comp. Wisd. 15: 7.---- Τῇ axa- 
ϑαρσίᾳ καὶ ty ἀνομίᾳ, Dat. commodi, at least a species of it—Ei¢ 
τὴν ἀνομίαν, for the purpose of iniquity, i.e. of doing iniquity, of 
committing sin. 

Οὕτω viv... . ἀγιασμὸόν, so now give up your members to be the 
servants of righteousness, for the sake of holiness.—Eic ἀγιασμὸν 
stands here without the article, although we have in the antithesis 
εἰς τὴν ἀνομίαν. But this is one of those cases in which the writer 
may insert or omit the article, so far as I can see, without any differ- 
ence of meaning in his discourse. Abstract nouns allow this liberty ; 
Winer, Gramm. ὃ 18. 1, ed. 3. 

(20) Ὅτε yao... . δικαιοσύνῃ, for when ye were the servants of 
sin, ye were free in respect to righteousness. 'The expression in itself 
is not difficult, excepting perhaps the last clause of it; but the con- 
nection and object of the verse are truly difficult. Tholuck says, 
that γάρ points to v. 22, in respect to the reward of Christians; but 
this is a liberty with γάρ which it would be no easy task to justify. I 
must connect it with what precedes, in this case, not with what fol- 
lows. What says the apostle? ‘As you once served sin, so now 
you must serve holiness. Your present relation admits of no other 
conclusion ; for when you served sin, you deemed yourselves free 
from all obligation to righteousness, [so now, serving holiness, count 
yourselves free from all obligation to sin.]’ I cannot see in what 
other way ὅτε γὰρ κ. τ. λ. is here connected. As γάρ confirmantis 
vel llustrantis, I think we must take the particle here; and if so, 
then I cannot make out the object of the verse in any other way than 
as above. There is, indeed, an anacoluthon in this case; but how 
often Paul admits this into his epistles, the distinguishing reader of 
them needs not to be informed. 

Bretschneider (Lex. ἐλεύϑερος) renders ἐλεύϑεροι, destituti ; 
and so, many others have done; but this is a sense which it would 
be difficult to vindicate, and which is unnecessary. When the apos- 
tle says, that they, being the servants of sin, were ἐλεύϑερον τῇ 
δικαιοσύνῃ, he cannot mean that in fact they were free from all obli- 
gation to holiness, (for this can never be true of any moral being 
whatever) ; he must mean, then, that in their own estimation, or 
according to the tenor of their own reasonings, they were absolved 
fro obligation to pursue. holiness. I understand him here as making 
an “appeal ad hominem, as in in the _preceding verse, and as saying in 
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effect: ‘Since you formerly, when in the service of sin, counted 
yourselves free from the dominion of holiness; so now, as the ser- 
vants of righteousness, count yourselves free from obligation to obey 
sin.’ Verse 19 I understand as making appeal to the state of facts 
merely ; v. 20, as appealing to the views and feelings of Christians, 
in respect to their old and new condition. In this way, all is appo- 
site, and we are not forced to do violence to the laws of language. 
The Dative τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ here, belongs to that class of Datives 
whose office it is, to designate relation to, respect to, a particular 
thing, i. 6. the noun is put in the Dative, which limits to ἃ particular 
thing a predicate which in its own nature is general. So here ἐλεύ- 
ϑεροι---ἃ general idea—but τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ limits it to this particular 
thing. See Winer, § 31.3; and comp. 1 Cor. 14: 20. Acts 7: 51. 
20: 22. 1 Cor. 7: 34. Heb. 5: 11. 

(21) Tive οὖν... ἐπαισχύνεσϑε; What fruit, moreover, had 
ye then, in respect to those things [of which] ye are now ashamed? 
There are various ways of pointing and constructing this sentence. 
Some put the interrogation point after τότε, and make the answer to 
be: ‘Such fruit as ye are now ashamed of.’ So Koppe; with whom 
Flatt and Tholuck agree. I prefer the division of Knapp, who points 
as above. Οὖν, “ orationi continuanda inservit,” (Bretschn. Lex.). 
There seems to me plainly to be a ¢ransition in the discourse here to 
another topic, viz. from the topic of dbligation of which the writer 
had been speaking, to that of consequence, i. e. either penalty or re- 
ward. This makes the second point of comparison, between being 
under the law and under grace. The end or event of the two states 
is unspeakably different. The writer, however, assumes the fact 
here, that while under the law men will continue to sin, and thus 
bring death upon themselves. It is only in the sequel (chap. 7: 5— 
25), that he fully illustrates the reason or ground of this. 

Καρπὸν εἴχετε κ. τ. λ. must mean: What reward had ye? What 
benefit did ye experience? Comp. Rom. 1: 18. 15: 28. Heb. 12: 11. 
"Eyew καρπὸν has a different meaning from géoewv καρπόν. To 
make the construction full, ἐκείνων must be understood before ἐφ᾽ 
οἷς. Such an ellipsis is very frequent; see Bretschn. Lex. ὅς, c. β. 
* Enavoydvouae usually governs the Accusative, but is here con- 
structed with ἐπὶ after it. 

To γὰρ τέλος ἐκείνων, ϑάνατος, for the end of ἐμὰ ἜΝ is 
death; viz. of such things as they formerly practised, but are now 
ashamed of. ΤΖ7Έέλος retains here a sense which is very common, viz. 
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the consequence, final event, fata ultima, exitus ret. Io confirman- 


tis; as ifthe writer had said: ‘ What solid good can result from your 
former course of life, since the end of this course must be death?’ 
For the sense of ϑάνατος, see chap. 5: 12. ἃς 

(22) Nuvi δὲ..... ἁγιασμόν, but now, being freed from sin, and 
having become servants to God, ye have fruit in respect to holiness. 
The preceding context explains ἐλευϑερωϑέντες..... Oem. "Ἐχέτε 
τὸν καρπόν must mean the same as in v. 21, viz. you have your ben- 
efit or reward. —Eig .. .. ἀγιασμόν, in respect to holiness or sanctifi- 
cation (Bretschn. Lex. εἰς, 4); not (with Flatt and others) unto holi- 
ness, 1. 6. the consequences are, that ye are holy. The consequence of 
serving God it is not the writer’s object here to represent as being the 
attainment of holiness ; for serving God implies that holiness already 
existed. It is the fruits, i. e. consequences of serving God, which 
Paul here brings into view; for nothing else would make out the 
antithesis to the preceding verse; a circumstance overlooked by 
many commentators. I understand the apostle as saying: ‘ You al- 
ready enjoy important benefits, in respect to’ a holy course of life ; 
and you hope for more important benefits still, viz. ζωὴν αἰωνιὸν. 

To δὲ... αἰώνιον, and the end [is to possess] eternal life. The 
reader will observe, that the Acc. ζωὴν αἰώνιον renders it necessary 
here to supply some verb, in order to complete the construction ; 
which is different from that in v. 21, where ϑάνατος is in the Nom. 
The sentence may be filled out in two ways; viz. (1) To δὲ τέλος 
[ἔχειν or ἕξειν] ζωὴν αἰώνιον. (2) 10 δὲ τέλος [ἕξει] ζωὴν αἰώνιον. 
The sense is the same in both cases. In the latter case, ζωήν αἐώ- 
v is put in apposition with τὸ are and is explanatory of it. In 
former case, the construction" : “The end or event will be, 


Ἢ |e you shall obtain everlasting ee a One or the other of 


these constructions, the context dffd-the form of the words compel us 
to adopt. 

The reader cannot help remarking here the antithesis between 
ξωὴν αἰώνιον and ϑάνατος. How can the latter be temporal only ? 
What comparison would this scence the two members of the 
antithesis q 

(23) Such consequences must follow from the established Ψ" 
of the divine government, respecting the fruits of sin and of holi- 
ness. “Τὰ yoo.... ϑάνατος, for the reward (wages) of sin ts 
death ; comp. on Reta; 5: 12.— Γάρ confirmantis ; for what is ‘said 
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soldiers, i. e. their wages, which at first were paid in grain, meat, 
ee fruit, etc., but afterwards in money. Observe that the apostle em- 
‘ploys this term, in order to designate something which was really the 
proper due of sin, viz. for the service of it; as the wages which a 
soldier earns by his hard military service, are properly his due. 
But, on the other hand, the reward of Christians is all of grace, not 
of debt ; and so it is designated in the sequel by yageouc. 

‘Ev Χριστῷ ]ησοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν, i. 6. through the redemp- 

tion or atonement of Christ, 3: 23—26. 5:1, 8, 11, 17—19, 21. 
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The variety of opinion respecting the first four verses in this chapter, is so 
great, and so many difficulties present themselves in the way of almost every 
exegesis which has hitherto been proposed, that one is strongly tempted to 
abandon the hope, that any thing can be offered which will be satisfactory to 
an enlightened and inquiring mind. After long and often-repeated study of 
, these verses, however, I have come to the persuasion, that the difficulty with 

most commentators, lies principally in their insisting upon too minute compar- 
ison between the conjugal connection here mentioned, andthe connection of 
Christians with the law. A mintite and exact comparison cannot be made; for, 
(1) The apostle represents the husband as dying, and the wife as becoming free, 
in consequence of his death. Then, (2) Christians are said to die to the law, (not 
the law to them), and they are thus prepared’té be affianced to Christ; i. e. 
the party who dies is, in this last case, represented as married to another ; 
while, in respect to the literal conjugal union, it is of course only the party 
who lives that can be joined to another. This apparent dissimilitude between 
the two cases, has given great trouble to commentators ; and in fact it appears 
inexplicable, unless we acquiesce in a mere general point of similitude as to 
bow things compared, without insisting on minute and circumstantial resem- 
lances. 

Let us inquire first of all: What is the object of the writer in presenting 
the comparison before us? The answer is, to illustrate and defend the senti- 
ment avowed in chap. 6: 14; viz. ““ For we are not under the law, but under 
grace.”’ Those Christians who were inclined to be legalists, and to look for justi- 
fication or sanctification (the latter is here the subject of the writer) by the law, 
and therefore to hold fast to the law as an adequate means of accomplishing this 
end, would easily take offence at such a declaration. ‘ What!’ they would natu- 
rally say, ‘does the gospel then absolve us from our relation to the law ? Shall 
we throw *by the ancient Scriptures as of no more use to us, because we now 
come under a new dispensation of grace?’ — ‘ 

‘The apostle has prepared the way in ehap. 6: 16—21, for the declaration 
which he is now about to make relative to this subject. He has there shewn, 
as we have already seen, that a state ORgrabe diminishes nothing of -6ur obli- 
gation to refrain from sin; for by thi ty State are we made servants to 
righteousness ; and the practice of holiness is at the same time uréed upon 
us, by the prospect of a glorious reward, while the neglect of it is follow- 
ed by endless misery. e now advances another step, and declares‘tHhat we 
are ‘dead to the law,” i. e. that the law as an efficient means of sanctification 
(which the legalist holds it to be), has been renounced by true Christians ; for 
the death of Christ, “ who is the end of the law for righteousness to every one 
who believes,” in whom, moreover, we profess to trust as the ground of our 
sanctification as well as justification, has placed us in a new relation as to ade- 
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quate means of being sanctified, and freed us from the vain and deceptive 
hopes of legalists, who were leaning upon the law both as the ground of sanc- 
tification and justification. 

I have already stated reasons, for supposing that the apostle is here speak- 
ing in particular of the law as an adequate means of sanctification ; see the in- 
troduction to chap. VI. [ merely remark here, that the close of v. 4 shews 
very explicitly, that the special object which the apostle now considers as at- 
tainable by becoming dead to the law, and being affianced to Christ, is ἵνα 
καρποφορήσωμεν τῷ ϑεῷ. Sanctification then, not justification a8 many com- 
mentators suppose, is here the particular subject of the writer’s attention. 

Vs. 1—4 may rather be called an illustration of what the apostle had avowed 
in 6: 14, than an argument to establish the declaration there made. The sim- 
ple basis of the whole comparison I understand thus: ‘ Brethren, you are 
aware that death, in all cases, dissolves the relation which exists between an 
individual and a law by which he was personally bound. For example; the 
conjugal law ceases to be in force, by the death of one of the parties. So it is 
in the case of Christians. They not only die to sin, i. e. renounce it, when 
they are baptized into the death of Christ, 6: 2—11; but they also die to the 
law at the same time, i.e. they renounce all their hopes and expectations of 
being sanctified by the law, so that sin will no more have dominion over them.’ 
They do, by the very fact of becoming real Christians, profess to receive Christ 
as their “‘ wisdom, and justification, and sanctification (ἁγιασμός), and redemp- 
tion,” 1 Cor. 1: 30. 

Let the reader consider, for a moment, the true nature of the declaration just 
quoted. Christ is our wisdom; i. e. our teacher, he who communicates the 
spiritual knowledge and light which we need, “the light of the world.” 
Christ is our justification (διυκαιοσίνη) ; i. 6. the meritorious cause, ground, or 
author of it; comp. Rom. 3: 21—28. Christ is our sanctification ; i. 6. the au- 
thor, cause, or ground of our sanctification, by what he has done in our behalf 
in order to ensure it. Christ is our redemption (ἀπολύτρωσις) ; i. 6. he is (to 
sum up all in one word) the cause of our deliverance from the penalty and 
power of sin, and of our being brought to enjoy the glorious liberty of the 
children of God. The last word makes the climax of the whole sentence. 

Christ then is as really and truly our sanctification, as he is our justification. 
If now, in despair of being justified by the law (for so we must be if we right- 
ly view the subject), we go to Christ for justification, and receive him as our 
only Saviour, renouncing all merit of our own, and all hope of being saved by 
the law—if, I say, we feel and do all this, then we do renounce the law forever 
as the ground of justification, and accept the gratuitous salvation which is 
proffered by Christ. In the same manner, when the sinner comes to an ade- 
quate and proper view of the strictness and purity of the divine law, and also 
to right views of the state of his own heart while in a natural condition, he 
will utterly abandon all hope of being sanctified by the law ; for he will see, 
what Paul has so fully asserted in Chap. 7: 5—11, ‘ that the law brings him, 
(through his own fault indeed, but not the less surely because of this), into a 
state of deeper guilt and condemnation.’ How then can the law be an ade- 
quate means of his sanctification? It is impossible; and the truly convicted 
sinner renounces all hope of this, and betakes himself to Christ and his salva- 
tion as the only ground of hope in this respect. 

Here is the great difficulty, and here the solution of the whole passage must 
come in. Consider, for a moment, the true nature of the apostle’s assertion, 
and no alarm need be felt as to the tendency of his sentiments. For what is it 
which he affirmsin chap. 6:14? It is, that “sin shall not have dominion over 
Christians, because they are not under the law, but under grace.’”’ The domin- 
ion or power which sin is to have over Christians, is then the subject of his 
inquiry, and of his assertions. So indeed the preceding context teaches ; and 
so the subsequent context also.’ That we are not under the law, then, must of 
course mean, in this connection, that we are not under it as an efficacious or 
successful means of deliverance from the power of sin; for this it has never 
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been, and cannot be, as chap. 7: 5—25 most fully shews. Christians are dead 
to the law, then, in this respect, viz. they renounce all hope of deliverance from 
the power of sin, through the law. It convinces, and condemns, and keeps up 
a perpetual struggle in the sinner’s breast by awakening his conscience; but it 
does not deliver, 7: 14—25, comp. 8: 3,4. Consequently the true penitent, 
coming to feel its impotence as the means of delivering from the power of sin, 
renounces all hope of deliverance in this way, and gives himself up to Christ, 
as his sanctification, as well as his wisdom, justification, and redemption. 

Now what is there in all this, which infringes on the obligation of moral 
precept contained in the Jaw? Surely nothing. ‘‘ The law is holy, and just, 
and good ;” itis all summed up in the requisition, ‘to love God with all our 
heart and our neighbor as ourselves,’ Will any one assert that Paul contends 
against this, after all that he has said in chaps. VI—VIII., relative to the 
Christian’s obligation to renounce sin and live a holy life? Nothing can be far- 
ther from his intention. The only question that needs to be solved, in order 
to remove all real difficulty, is: In what sense does Paul say that we are dead 
to the law ? This I have endeavoured to answer, by making the apostle hisown 
expositor. The sum of the answer is, that as Christians renounce the law as 
an effectual means of justification (chap. I—III.), so they must renounce it as 
an effectual means of sanctification. Christ is our only hope in this respect, as 
well as in the other. The grace of the gospel is the only effectual means by 
which we can hope successfully to resist sin, and persevere in holiness. 

And is not this true? Just as true as that Christ is the ground of our justi- 
fication ? I appeal to chap. 8: 3, 4 for an exhibition of the sum of this sentiment ; 
and to the whole of chaps. VI—VIII., and also to the experience and feelings 
of every truly enlightened and humble Christian on earth,—in confirmation 
of the same sentiment. 

I acknowledge it is a truth often overlooked. Many atime have I read 
the epistle to the Romans, without obtaining scarcely a glimpse of it. When 
I ask the reason of this, I find it in neglect to look after the general object and 
course of thought in the writer. Special interpretation stood in the way of 
general views ; the explanation of words hindered the discerning of the course 
of thought. And so I suppose it may be with many others. But now the 
whole matter appears to me so plain, that I can only wonder that I have ever 
been in the dark respecting it. Luther and other Reformers saw what was so 
long hidden from me; and of late, Knapp, Tholuck, and many other com- 
mentators, have explained the chapters in question in like manner as I now do. 

Having already given what I consider as the only defensible exposition of 
the similitude, which the apostle employs in vs. 1—4, I merely advert to dif- 
ferent expositions, ancient and modern. Augustine (Prop. 36): Tria sint; an- 
ima tanquam mulier, passiones peccatorum tanquam vir, et lex tanquam lex 
viri. Beza: ‘The old man is the wife, sinful desire the husband, sins the 
children.” Origen, Chrysostom, Calvin, and others: ‘‘ Men are the wife, the 
law the former huwSband, Christ the new one.” This last explanation seems to 
accord substantially with v. 4, in which Christians are represented as haying 
become dead to their former husband, and affianced to a new one. Inorder to 
carry the figure regularly through, it would seem as if the law (the former 
husband) must be represented as dead, by which Christians would be at liberty 
to be joined to a new husband. But this the apostle does not say ; probably 
because he thought the expression would give offence to the Jews. Yet he 
says what is tantamount to it ; for if either of the parties in a conjugal union 
die, then each is dead to the law, and the law to them, i. e. the conjugal law 
has no more application or relation to them, it is annulled as to them. It mat- 
ters not which party dies, so far as the law is concerned; for the law is at an 
end if either dies. So in the case before us; one of the parties being dead, 
the conjugal relation ceases. A new connection, therefore, may be Miined: 
But this last conclusion can be made out only on the ground, that ‘ dying to 
the law”’ is a figurative expression; which, indeed, no one willdeny. If it is 
to be expounded by analogy with chap. 6: 1—11, we must construe it as mean- 
ing, ‘the renunciation of all trust in the law as the efficient means of sancti- 
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fying the sinner.’ When the awakened sinner comes to feel this sincerely and 

thoroughly, he is then prepared to be affianced to Christ, i. e. to receive him as 

his sanetification, as well as his justification. 


(1) “HZ ἀγνοεῖτε, in sense the same as οὐκ οἴδατε in 6: 16; which 
see. "27, num, an, merely asign of interrogation here. Here, as in’ 
6: 16, the writer means to say, that they well know, or that they will 
readily acknowledge, viz. what he is about to state.—T’vvwoxovos..., 
λαλώ, for I address those who are acquainted with the law, viz. the 
Mosaic law. The apostle may mean here, that he addresses the 
Jewish part of the church at Rome, in a particular manner, in relation 
to what he is about to say; or what he says may imply, that the 
whole church had some acquaintance with the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures. In regard to this latter fact it may be said, that as the Old 
Testament was every where and continually appealed to by the 
primitive teachers of Christianity, and was moreover extant in the 
Greek language which was very generally understood at Rome, so it 
is altogether probable, that the Roman Christians in general had an 
acquaintance with at least the leading features of the Mosaic system. 
Tao, “rationem reddeniis ; for if they were acquainted with the 
law, they could not be ignorant of what the apostle supposes them to 
know. 

“Oreo vouos.... ζῇ, that the law exercises control over a man as 
long as he lives. ‘The apostle means the Mosaic law here; but what 
he says, is equally true of other laws of a permanent nature—Xv- 
ovevet, performs the office of κύριος, i. 6. controls, is valid in respect 
to. Tov ἀνθρώπου, THE man, i. e. the man who lives under it, not 
any man in general, but only any one who holds such a relation. 
Some interpreters here take ἀνϑρώπου in the same sense as ἀνδρός, 
i. 6. husband. But besides the want of usus loquendi in its favour, it 
may be said, that the proposition is evidently of a general nature, in 
respect to such individuals as lived under the Mosaic law.—Z7 is 
rendered by Flatt and others, rv dives, viz. the law. But first, how 
could this be? If the man dies, the law still lives as to others ; it 
becomes inefficacious as to him, only by means of his death. It can- 
not die in any other way. Then secondly, what a tautology! The 
law is in force (κυριεύει), as long as it is in force (¢7). Is this the 
manner of Paul? Thirdly, the ἀνὴρ ζῶν and ἀποϑανών of vs. 2,8, 
clearly shews, that in v. 1 ἄνθρωπος is the Nominative to ζῇ. 

ἢ (2) “HE yao ....vouo, for the married woman is bound to her 
husband by the law, so long as he liveth.—' Ynavdgos, a very expres- 
sive word, classical as well as Hellenistic, and like the Hebrew niin 
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mux, Num. 5: 29. In the East, ὕπανδρος denotes a hig degree 
of disparity between husband and wife, than is admitted in the west- 
erm world.—Aderae νόμῳ has a force also here, which commenta: 
tors have generally overlooked. Under the Mosaic economy, the 
husband could divorce the wife almost at pleasure ; but where is the 
precept giving the like liberty to the wife? This would have been 
contrary to the genius of eastern manners and customs. This seems 
to be the reason why the apostle has chosen the woman, in this case, 
in order to exhibit an example. of obligation while the life of the par- 
ties continues.—J ao tllustrantis ; and it might, as to sense, be well 
translated for example. The instance in vs. 2,3, seems to me very 
plainly to be a mere illustration of the general principle in v. 1. . 

‘Bav δέ... ἀνδρός, but if her husband die, she ceases to be 
under the conjugal ἴαιο.---- Κατήργηται (Perf. Midd. here), when fol- 
lowed by ἀπὸ (as in the present case), means to cease to belong to 
any one, to cease to be sulject to his control; comp. v. 6 below, and 
Gal. 5: 4. In the next verse we find ἐλευθέρα ἐστὶν ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου, 
in the same sense as κατήργηταν ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου in this. Cicume- 
nius: κατήργηται" ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀπολέλυται, ἐλευϑέρωται.---- Tov av- 
δορός, Gen. of relation, viz. the law which related to her husband ; 
or Gen. of attribute, viz. the conjugal law. 

(3) "Agu obv... . ἑτέρῳ, therefore if she marry another, during 
her husband's life, she shall be called an adulteress ; i. 6. it follows, 
from the nature of her obligation, that she can not be united with 
another man, while her husband is living —_Xenmatioes, she shall 
bear the name of, she shall receive the appellation of. This usage of 
the word belongs to later classics; in which the verb puts the name 
called into the Nominative after it; e. g. ἐχρημάτιζε βασιλεύς, Diod. 
Sic. XX. 54. 

Tov μὴ εἶναι αὐτήν, so that she shall not be. The classic Greek 
would usually express this by ὥστε μὴ evar αὐτήν. But Infinitives 
with τοῦ are very frequent in the Septuagint and in the New Testa- 
ment; even in cases where, like the present, the end or event is desig- 
nated by the article. In this respect τοῦ before the Infinitive resem- 
bles the Hebrew >, which expresses either purpose, design, or else 
end, event. See Winer, Gramm. § 45, 4. - 

(4) “Ὥστε (compounded of ὡς and τὲ) standing at the beginning 
of a sentence, must, according to Bretschneider, be rendered igztur, 
quare, i.e. therefore, wherefore. The true sense here indicated by it, 
however, seems to be thus, i. e. these things being so, you also have 
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become dead to the law, in order that you might be affianced to 
Christ, etc. In other words; allowing that a new connection may 
be lawfully formed, after the death of one of the parties in the conju- 
gal union, it follows that you, who have become dead to the law, i.e. 
wholly renounced it as an adequate means of sanctification, may be 
affianced to Christ, etc. 

Τῷ νόμῳ, the Dative of specification, i.e. designating the partic- 
ular thing in respect to which Christians have become dead; Winer, 
Gramm. ὃ 31.3, a. The declaration that they had become dead to 
the law, is new in respect to form. Dead to sin the apostle has 
asserted them to be, in chap. vi.; he has also asserted that they are 
not ὑπὸ νόμον, 6: 14. But that they were dead to the law is a new 
expression, and needs some explanation. The writer immediately 
subjoins one: διὰ τοῦ σώματος tov Χριστοῦ. He must of course mean, 
the body of Christ as crucified, as having suffered in order to redeem 
us from the curse of the law; comp. Heb. 10: 5—10. Col. 1: 22. 

“Ὁ; 14. 1 Pet. 2: 24. Eph. 2: 15, which do not seem to leave any doubt 
with respect to the meaning μ᾿ pes Χριστοῦ here. As Christ, by 
his death, is made unto us “righteousness, and sanctification, and 
redemption;” so it is his death which has opened such new prospects 
for perishing sinners, that they are enabled to look away from the 
law, and to renounce it as an effectual means of sanctification. Hence 
the apostle says: ‘‘ Ye have become dead to the law, by the body of 
Christ.” 

Eig τὸ yéveoSau.... ἐγερϑέντι, in order that ye should be {affi- 
anced] to another, who has risen from the dead; i.e. Christ has called 
you away from your vain hopes and expectations respecting what the 
law could accomplish as to purifying and saving you, and admitted 
you to participate in the blessed fruits of his death, viz. the gift of a 
sanctifying Spirit. But although by his death you are freed from the 
relation in which you once stood to the law as a means of sanctifica- 
tion, yet you are not affianced to him. as being dead, but as being 
risen from the dead, as a conqueror who has burst the bars of death, 
and ascended to glory at the right hand of God the Father. 

"Ia.... ϑεῷ, so that we may bring forth fruit to God; i.e. 


a such fruit as God will accept. Ge, Dat. commodi.. The reader — 


will observe, that the last circumstance noted ‘here, is the climax of 
the figurative language used by the apostle. First, there is an annul- 
ling of a former marriage-contract by the death of one of the parties; 
next, there is a new union; and lastly the fruits of this, and also the 
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object of it, are designated. 700 bring forth fruit for God, or unto 
God, is to live a holy life, to yield obedience unto his precepts, to act 
in such a manner as to do honour to him. 





CHAP. VII. 5, 6. 


‘But what if we are dead to the law?’ the objector might here reply : 
“ what if, in our new relation, we are affianced in a peculiar manner to Christ ; 
does it follow from this, that the law was so inefticacious in itself for our sanc- 
tification, as you represent it to be? Nay, what you say implies even more; it 
implies that it is only in our new state of affiance to Christ, that we can bring 
forth fruit to God; and that, while under the law, no fruit but such as is of 
a contrary nature, can be produced.’ 

At this crisis of the discussion, the apostle comes out with his last, highest, 
and boldest assertion concerning the law, as to its efficacy with respect to the 
point under consideration, viz. its efficacy to sanctify the hearts of sinners. 
His course of thought seems to be in substance as follows: ‘I havesaid that 
you must be freed from the law and united to Christ, in order that you may 
bring forth fruit to God. This is true; for the law is so far from accomplishing 
the great end of subduing and sanctifying the hearts of sinners, that it occa ὃ 
sions just the opposite effect, i. 8. it is the occasion of their becoming mor 
deeply involved in guilt, and of bringing them into more aggravated condem- 
nation. It is the occasion of their bringing forth fruit unto death, and not unto 
‘God. But when we are freed from all reliance upon it as a means of subdu- 
ing and sanctifying us, and with a becoming sense of our guilt and helpless- 
ness have betaken ourselves to Christ, and relied on him only as our “ sancti- 
fication and redemption,” then we are enabled to serve God with a new spirit, 
and not in the old way of only a literal and external obedience. Sy cai 

These were propositions of a bold and startling nature to the Jewish legal- 
ist. Some formidable objections would at once rise, up in his mind against 
them. The apostle fully anticipates this; and, as we shall see in the sequel, 
occupies the remainder of chap. VII. in canvassing and answering them. 

In the mean time let it be noted, that v. 5 here is the theme of discussion 
through vs. 7—25 in the sequel ; while v. 6 (the antithesis of v. 5) constitutes 
the theme of chap. 8: 1—11, which is in all important respects the antithesis 
of 7: 7—25. Knapp, Tholuck, Flatt, and, other distinguished commentators, 
shave seen and noted this; and in fact it lies on the face of the whole discus- 
sion, if the reader will only lay aside for a moment his attention to particular 
words and phrases, and look simply after the course of thought and reasoning 
which the apostle pursues. 





(5) Ὅτε yoo .... σαρκί, for when we were in the flesh; i. 6. 
when we were in our natural or carnal state. That such is the mean- 
ing of this expression, is clear from the wsus loquendi, and from the 
nature of the case. From the first ; because they who are in the 
flesh, are contrasted with τοῖς ἐν Χριστῷ ᾿Ϊησοῦ, in chap. VIII. ~ 
1—11, where vs. 7—9 put it beyond all question what ἐν σαρκὶ εἶναι 
means. From the second; because the contrast in vs. 5, 6, is be- 
tween the character which those whom the apostle addresses sustain- 
ed before they became affianced to Christ, and that which they 
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— 
sustained after they were affianced to him. Of course ἐν oagxi 
εἶναν must mean, to be in a natural or unregenerate state, to be in 
that state in which men are who are not yet united to Christ. 

Ta παϑήματα .... νόμου, our sinful passions which were by 
the law; i. e. our sinful passions which were occasioned by the law, 
v. 11.--- Τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, Gen, of attribute, our passions which lead us 
to sin, our sinful passions.— 7@ διὰ τοῦ νόμου [sc. ὄντα or yeyoud- 
ra], which were by the law; not, as Chrysostom and Carpzov, τοὶ 
διὰ τοῦ vouov [φαινόμενα or γνωστά], which were shewn or dis- 
closed by the law; and not as Locke (Comm. on Romans), that 
remained in us under the law, who construes da νόμου as διά con- 
ditionis, viz. we being ina law state. To both of these methods of 
commentary v. 11 is an unanswerable objection, as it is the author’s 
commentary upon his own words. Moreover, the laws ‘of language 

_ forbid the exegesis of Mr. Locke; for to make the sense which he 
ba ‘a ye ives, the Greek must be: ἡμεῖς διὰ TOU νόμου ὄντες, not τὰ [παϑή- 
veer ct | διὰ τοῦ νύμου. 

ν᾿. 5. eS ον ϑανάτῳ, put forth their energy in our members, 
5 forth Sruit unto death. "Evegysizo, vim suam exserebat, effi- 

cax fuit. — Ev τοῖς μέλεσιν ἡμῶν, the same in sense as σώμα ϑνητόν 
in 6: 12, as may be seen by comparing v. 23 below. Médn is used 
as an equivalent for σώμα, because the members of the body are its 
efficient agents in doing any thing. 

Such was the a att of our sinful passions, τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμου, 
that the consequences were fatal. Our fruit was unto death, i. e. was 
such asturned to the account of death, such as brought us under its 
power or subjected us to it. The Dat. τῷ ϑανάτῳ isa kind of Dat. 
commodi ; as expressed in the paraphrase above. Θάνατος is here 
used in the way of personification. 

(6) Thus much, then, for the influence of the law upon us, in 
our natural state. It was utterly unable to effect our renewal and 
sanctification ; nay, it did but aggravate our guilt and condemnation ; 
instead of delivering us from them. It is only in our new state 
and under our new affiance, that we are enabled to bring forth fruit 
of a different kind. : 

, Novi 02.... νόμου, but now being freed from the law; i. e. no 

longer placing our reliance on it as a means of subduing "apa 





fying our sinful natures. For the sense of κατηργήϑημεν, 
ἤργηται ἀπὸ τοῦ νομοῦ in ν. 2 above. 


οἰ Ἵποϑανόντες isa θμιηρά reading; and there are some vari- 
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ations in the manuscripts. But the weight of external evidence is 
greatly in its favour; and the internal evidence seems to be quite 
conclusive. The sentiment of it is exactly the same, as that of ἐθα- 
νατώϑητε τῷ νόμῳ in v.4 above. Here the first person plural is 
used,—and there the second; but this changes not the nature of the 
sentiment. ‘The full construction here would seem to be: ἀποϑα- 
νόντες [ἐκείνῳ] ἐν @ κατειχόμεϑα. The verb κατέχω means to hold 
back, to retain, to hold firmly, etc. Here xarevyoueda must mean, 
the olding as it were in a state of bondage, from which the gospel 
frees. “Lv ᾧ, i. 6. ἐν ᾧ νόμῳ. 

The sense of the whole may be made more facile, by a different 
arrangement: but now being dead [to the law], we are freed from the 
law by which we were held in bondage. 

“Rote .... γράμματος, so that we may now serve [God] in a 
new and spiritual manner, and not in the old and literal π᾿ 1. ᾿ 
ϑεῷ is to be understood after δουλεύειν, seems certain from the πᾶς 
ture of the antithesis, and from comparing vs. 4, 5.---Πνεύματος. 
take to be the Gen. of attribute or explanation. ᾿Εν καινότητι τ 
ματος, in a newness of a spiritual kind, i. e. in a new and spiritual 
manner. So παλαιύτητε γράμματος designates the former method 
of literal external obedience, which the Jews endeavored to render to 
the law while ἐν σαρκί. There wasno heart in it. God is a Spirit ; 
and he must be worshipped ἐν “πνεύματι. But this command jis 
obeyed, only when there is a “new heart and a right spirit” in men; 
and this is not until they become affianced to Christ. ‘‘ The law,” 
says Calvin, “ puts a check upon our external actions ; but it does 
not in the least restrain the fury of our concupiscence.” 
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CHAP. VII. 7--12. 


We must expect the legalist to rise up with not a little excitement against 
the declaration of the apostle, viz. τὰ παϑήματα τῶν dpogrin, τὰ διὰ τοῦ 
νόμου. “ What, then,’ he would at once say, ‘ are we to believe that the hol 
and perfect law of God is not only incompetent to sanctify us, but that it is 
even the occasion of our being greater sinners than we should otherwise be ? 
Can it be lawful or proper to make such an insinuation as this? Is the law sin?’ 

To this objection the apostle now replies; and replies in such a way as to 
shew, tHat while he fully maintains his ground, viz. that the law is the occa- 
sion of greatly aggravating our guilt and condemnation, still the fault lies in 
u not in the law; for this is altogether worthy of approbation and obedi- 
because it is “ holy, just,and good.” This is at once a delicate and diffi- 
cult part of the apostle’s discourse, and it is managed with great skill and 
effect. How often it has been misunderstood, and construed so as to be irrele- 
vant to the object which the writer has in view, will be better seen in the 
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gequel. In the mean time, I must beg the reader to dismiss every thing from 
his mind but the simple desire and i inquiry to know what the verses before us 
mean, when explained by the object of the writer, the nature of the connection 
in which they stand, and the language which is employed. 


(7) Tiovv....duaotia; What shall we say then? Is the law 
sin? Language of the objector, in opposition to what the apostle had 
said in v. 5.-- _4uaotia, from the necessity of the case must here 
mean, the cause of sin. So Mic. 1: 5, ‘‘ What is the transgression of 
Jacob? Is it not Samaria?” i. e. what is the cause of Jacob’s trans- 
gression, etc.? Eph. 2: 16, “having slain the enmity thereby,” i. e. 
the cause of enmity. To give ἁμαρτία a different sense here, would 
be inept. 

My yévovro is the answer of the apostle. He means by it wholly 
to deny the charge involved in the previous question, in the sense in 
which the legalist supposed the charge might be made, viz. that the 


“εν was the efficient cause or the sinful cause of our sin, and that our 


‘guilt might be justly put to the account of the law. So much is plain 
from the sequel. But he does not mean to deny, that there is a sense 
in which the law is connected with our sins, and that it is the occa~ 
sion of their being aggravated, rather than the efficient means of our 
being sanctified. ᾿“λλά intimates, that the apostle has some excep- 
tion to the universal sense of μὴ γένοιτο. The course of thought 
runs thus: ‘The law is not the sinful or efficient cause of sin; but 
still there is a sense in which the law is connected with sin.’ What 
this is, the writer goes on to describe. 
Tnv ἁμαρτίαν... .. νόμῳ, I had not known sin except by the law. 
By what law? As a general proposition, it would be true as to the 
law of nature or of revelation. ‘‘ Where there is no law, there is no 
transgression,” Rom. 4: 15. When the apostle (Rom. 1—11.) speaks 
of the Gentiles as sinners, he makes them offenders against the law of 
nature, written upon their hearts, Rom. 2: 14, 15; and when he 
convicts the Jews of guilt, he represents them as offending against 
revelation. What is said in the verse before us, if understood in a 
general way, might be explained and defended, then, on general 
principles. But plainly this is not the object of the writer here. He 
is controverting with the legalists. And who were they? Jews, not 
Gentiles; at least, they usually were not Gentiles. It is the Tita 
law, then, to which he here adverts. he ἀξίᾳ 
_ But in what sense would he not have par sin, except by the 
5 ¥ 
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law? Surely the Gentiles were sinners, who had no revelation; as 
he has abundantly shewn in chap. 1. 11. This consideration leads us 
of course to say, that the meaning of known (éyvwv) is a qualified and 
comparative one, in the present passage. The meaning must be, 
that he would not have known sin in any such manner and measure 
as he then actually did, had it not been for the law. In this idea is 
included, not a mere theoretical, and as it were scientifical, know- 
ledge of it, but that knowledge which is derived from experience, and 
experience in a high degree. The explanation subjoined in v. 8, 
appears to leave no room to doubt this exegesis. The simple expla- 
nation of the whole seems to be this: ‘ Unless the law had put restraint 
upon sinning, I should never have known how great my wickedness 
is, or how much propensity to evil I have. The restraints of the law 
galled my evil passions, and they broke out with redoubled violence ; 
and in this way I have come, from bitter experience, to know much 
more of the nature and extent of my sinfulness. I should never have 
known to what extent I was capable of going, had not the restraints 
of the law brought me to a full development of myself. I was ex~ 
cited by the check which they put upon me; and I acted out myself 
in such a manner as I never should have otherwise done; and in this 
way I have come to know my sinfulness, through the law. In this 
way πᾶσα ἐπιϑυμία (v. 8) was wrought in me, so that I have a 
knowledge of sin such as I never should have acquired in any other 
way.’ 4 

In this compound sense (so to speak) of fuller development, and 
(through this) of more complete means of knowledge, does the apos- 
tle appear to affirm that he has acquired a knowledge of sin by the. 
law. Vs. 7 and 8 taken together, and so they must be treated, can 
leave no room to doubt, that it is not merely the instruction which 
the law gives concerning the nature of sin, that the apostle aims here 
to describe; but a knowledge which is acquired (as described in 
v. 8) by an experimental acquaintance with sin; which had been 
heightened to so great a degree by the restraints of law, as to place 
the subjects of it in such a condition as to practical knowledge with 
regard to his own sinfulness, as nothing else could have brought 
about. μ 

On any other ground of exegesis, the connection between vs. 7 
and 8 must be virtually broken up. The connection is thus: ‘I had 

ἜΝΙ ες 

not known sin, as I now do, except by the law; but now I do so know 
it, because the law has brought out all my sinful nature in opposition. 
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to it, which would otherwise have never so developed itself.’ But if 
we understand v. 7 as a mere eulogy of the law, on account of the 
light which it gives, (as not a few commentators have deemed it to 
be); then in what respect is ν. 8 the antithesis of v. 71 That anti- 
thesis or distinction is intended, the δέ in v. 8 here clearly shews. 
The true nature of the antithesis seems to be this: ‘I had not so 
known sin, except by the law; but now I do so know it, on account 
of the law. Verse 8 shews how and why the sinner comes thus to 
know it, and that it is in an experimental way. . 

Τὴν τὲ yoo... . ἐπιϑυμήσεις, for I had not known even lust, 
unless the law had said: Thou shalt not lust. Tuo confirmantis here; 
i.e. itis placed at the head of a clause designed to confirm and 
strengthen the preceding assertion. The second clause is an asser- 
tion of the same general nature with the first, excepting merely that 
it is in its nature more intense. “Lnc%vuiay is a word for which we 
have no equivalent in our language, when it means, as it here does, 
unlawful or sinful desire in general, i. e. desire of what would be in any 
way injurious to our neighbour. The reference in the mind of the wri- 
ter, appears plainly to have been to Ex. 20: 14, San Nd etc.; which is 
well rendered: Thou shalt not covet, i.e. shalt not inordinately de- 
sire; but which is rendered in Greek by οὐκ ἐπεϑυμήσεις, thou shalt 
not desire, thou shalt not lust after or covet. The misfortune is, that 
we have no English noun that corresponds to the verb covet ; for cov- 
etousness means, σι dy appetite for. wealth; and dust means (at 
least as now employed), unclean desire. We must then paraphrase 
ἐπυϑυμίαν, and render it inordinate desire, forbidden desire. The 
word sometimes means unlawful sensual desire ; but plainly it is not 
here limited to a meaning so circumscribed.. The reference to Ex. 
20: 14 forbids this supposition, as well as the nature of the case. 

Té has given trouble to the critics) here. How it differs from — 
καὶ may be seen in Bretschn. Lex. τέ. When employed alone (as 
here), it is used to join those things which in their own nature are 
united and naturally follow each other; or those which, for some 
other reasons, must be associated together. Here the first of these 
reasons seems to apply. ‘n¢@vuéa, in the sense which it here has, 
is of course a species under the genus ἁμαρτία. In such cases, τέ 
answers to the Latin gue, etiam. I have rendered it even v (etiam), 
because I apprehend. that there is a kind of climactic sense in the 
clause in which it stands. The writer appears to say: © en im-— 
eaaae that internal iaine which the law might. nanan 
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to modify, has been greatly excited and aggravated by its restraints.’ γι 
This adds a kind of intensity to what the writer had said of ἁμαρτία ae 
in general. 

That the whole is here to be understood in a comparative sense, 
is a clear case. Ifno revelation had ever been given to the Jews, ¥ 
then, like the Gentiles, they would have had the law of nature to 
guide and check them, Rom. 2: 14,15. In the absolute sense, then, 
the apostle cannot be supposed to speak. The writer means: “Ihad _ 
not so known sin as I now know it, exceptby the law.’ A-complete 
and full illustration and vindication of such a comparative sense, may _ st 
be found in John 15: 22—24; which the reader is desired attentively 
to consult. ? 

(8) This verse explains how the law has been the occasion of a 
promoting the knowledge of sin, in the sense which the writer here ᾿ 
means to convey. “ἀφορμὴν dé... . ἐπυϑυμίαν, but sin taking oc- ᾿ 
casion by the commandment wrought in me all manner of inordinate 
desire.— Aucgric. is here the sinful principle in men, their corruption 
or sinful disposition. It is personified in the present verse. But how 
or why did sin take oceasion by the commandment to produce all 
manner of inordinate desires? The apostle does not definitely an- 
swer this question, but leaves it to be 500] lied, as a matter of course, 
by his readers. What then is the principle in human nature, which 
he seems to consider so obvious as to need no mention ? ? It is the one, 
I answer, to which I have already more than once adverted ; viz. that 
opposition to the desires and passions of unsanctified men, inflames 
them and renders them more intense and unyielding. So most of 
the commentators. Calvin: Neque inficior quum acrius a lege θχ- (| (1 οἰ. 
stimuletur caro ad concupiscendum.—Per legem instigay cupiditas 
nostra, ut in majorem ebulliat insaniam.—Vitiosa hominum natura, 
cujus ae ob ge ac libido, quo magis justitize Tepagulis coérceretur, 
eo furiosius erumpit (in v. 5). Chrysostom : ὍὍταν yao τίνος ἐπυιϑυ- 
μοῦμεν, εἶτ κωλυώμεϑα, αἴρεταν μᾶλλον τῆς ἐπυϑυμίας ἡ φλόξ, 
when we covet any thing, and are hindered from obtaining it, the 
flame of our inordinate desire is the more augmented. Erasmus: 

Universa cupiditatum cohors irritata, prohibitione ccepit acrius ad 
peccandum solicitare. A most striking and melancholy example in 
point vo At ned ney sacri were not a ‘even in 
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so plainly is it a part of our nature. Thus Cato (Liv. χχχιν. 4) says 
of luxury: Non mota, tolerabilior esset quam erit nunc; ipsis vinculis, 
sicut fera bestia, irritata deinde emissa. Seneca: Parricide cum 
lege coeperunt, de Clem. 1.23. Horace: Audax omnia perpeti, gens 
humanum ruit per vetitum nefas, Carm. I. 8. Ovid: Nitimur in 
vetitum semper cupimusque negata, Amor. III. 4. To the like pur- 
pose is Prov. 9: 17: Stolen waters are sweet, and bread eaten in 
secret is pleasure. 

Now as this is an obvious principle of a corrupt natural state, and 
will account for the fact which the apostle has asserted in the text, 
we may adopt the conclusion that it lies at the ground of his as- 
sertion. 

Observe the strength of the expression, διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς... . ἐπι- 
Suuiay* asmuch as to say: ‘Sin, i. e. my sinful nature or disposition, 
did not simply produce ἐπεϑυμίαν, i. e. some inordinate desire that 
‘would lead to the commission of evil—but πᾶσαν ἐπυϑυμίαν, every 
kind of inordinate desire, a great variety of evil passions, and highly 
stimulated ones.’ To account for this, we must resort to the principle 
already stated. It should be noted here, also, that in this way it was, 
that the law was the occasion of his obtaining a knowledge of sin, 
which he would otherwise never have acquired. So the sequel in- 
timates : 

“Χωρὶς γὰρ νόμου ἁμαρτία νεκρά, for without the law sin is 
dead; i.e. comparatively sluggish and inoperative; comp. James 2: 
17, 26, πίέστες νεκρά. That such must be the sense, the preceding 
declaration shews; the amount of which is, that ‘sin did by the com- 


_ mandment produce all kinds of inordinate desire in him.’ Now if 


this be correct, then sin, without such commandment, i. e. without 
the occasion of producing πᾶσαν ἐπυϑυμίαν, would be comparatively 


inoperative. For the comparative sense of the whole passage, the 


reader is again referred to John 15: 22—24. That the apostle could 
not mean to be understood in the absolute sense, is plain from chap. 
1. 11., where the Gentiles are convicted of sin, who nevertheless are 
nialinns the law here spoken of, i.e. without a revelation, ὁ 
(9) ᾿Εγὼ δὲ ewv.... ποτέ, for I was alive once, without the 
law. A difficult and much controverted phrase. The δὲ presents 
φήριλμῖρο, in the first place. Is it δέ orationi continuande inserviens, 
or δέ discretiva vel disjunctiva? The first, I answer; but it belange, 





, etait Bretsch, Lex. In such a case δὲ may be re na ec 








enim, etenim, and it differs not essentially from γάρ as to sense ; comp. 
δέ in Mark 4: 37. 16:8. John 6:10. Acts 23: 13. Rom. 3: 22. 
1 Cor. 10: 11. 15: 56. As I understand ἔζων here, it is an opposi- 
tion of phraseology merely, not of sense. To say that sin was dead, 





and that J was alive, is saying the same thing as to sentiment; for 


whenever sin lives, then man dies, as the sequel of the verse clearly 
shews. And when the writer says ἐγὼ δὲ wy κ. τ. λ., he evidently 
means to give an example of what he had just asserted, viz. that: 
without the law sin was dead. ‘Such,’ says he, ‘was my case mors.’ 
But when? The difficulty of answering this question seems to 
have led Augustine, Calvin, and many others, to the opinion, that 
éCwy here means: ‘I deemed myself alive once,’ i. e. before I under- 
stood the spirituality and extent of the law. But in such a case we 
should go through with the exegesis; and this would shew at once 
the insuperable difficulty which attends it. For example: ‘I once 
deemed myself spiritually alive; but when I came under conviction 


by the law, I was brought to deem myself spiritually dead,’ (so far all © 


seems well); ‘and the commandment which was designed to give 
life, proved to be deadly (εἰς ϑάνατον) to me;’ i.e. it was deadly to 
me, because it brought me under real and true conviction as to my 
desperate spiritual condition! Is this then the way in which the law 
of God proves fatal to the sinner, viz. by convincing him of the true 
and deadly nature of sin? This cannot be admitted; nor is it at all 
to the writer’s purpose, whose immediate object it is to shew, that the 
law can never cure our maladies, but that on the contrary it is the 
occasion of aggravating them. 

Bye δὲ ἔξων κι τ᾿ }., then, has the same sense here, as the ~ 
γὰρ νόμου ἁμαρτία νεκρά of the preceding verse has. Tt is an ex- 
ample in point to illustrate it; and of course the same thing is to be 
said as to the comparative sense which it bears here, as was said of 
ἁμαρτία νεκρά there. As I have already remarked, ἐγὼ ἔζων, and 

ο ὁμαρτία vexoa, both convey the same idea: when sin is dead, I am 
alive; i.e. when sin is comparatively inactive or mare: os 
οὐκ εἶ ov, John 15: 22, 24), then I may be said to be comparatively 
unex to death, or, in other words, be said to hive. 
 Bretschneider and others understand ἔξων here in the simple. 
eee, to exist or be for any length of time. But the 

the antithetic language here does not seem to permit this; 
he sequel, ἀπέϑανον is plainly opposed to ἔξων here; but 
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vitam degebam, for then ἀπέϑανον must mean physical death. That 
both words are used in a comparative and modified sense, is plain 
from the nature of the case and the tenor of the writer’s illustrations. 

We return to the question: When was Paul χωρὶς νόμου; He 
says ποτέ, once. But does he mean absolutely without law, or com- 
paratively? Not the first; for no moral agent in the universe ever 
was, or ever will be, without law in the absolute sense. But when 
did the commandment come? The whole turns on this. It is not the 
giving of the Jewish law, surely, to which Paul refers by this expres- 
sion; for he did not live then. He must mean, then, some applica- 
tion of the law to himself, in anew manner, or in a way different 
from any which he had before experienced. When this was, he does 
not say. We may suppose it to be in childhood, or in riper years. 
The principle is the same. Whenever the law of God was pressed 
on his mind and conscience with such a weight and power that he 
could not dismiss attention to what it demands, then began his active 
and increased opposition to it. Before this, sin was comparatively 
dead. Now it revived in all its strength, and brought him into 
deeper guilt and more aggravated condemnation. Such is “the com- 
‘ing of the commandment ;” and previous to this coming, Paul was, 
in the sense before stated, alive; i. e. he was less the subject of sin, 
and less exposed to death. 

The δέ after ἐλϑούσης is discretive; for that part of the sentence 
which follows is placed in antithesis with the preceding clause.— 
᾿“μαρτία avecnoe, sin revived or flourished. °Avagaw means to 
gather new life, to shew additional vigour; and such is clearly the 
sense here, as it does not mean merely a renewal of alife which had 
before existed. The expression itself is plainly one which the writer 
uses as equivalent to ἁμαρτία... . κατειργάσατο ἐν ἐμοὶ πᾶσαν ἐπι- 
ϑυμίαν, in the preceding verse. As there “all manner of inordinate 
desire was wrought διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς" so here, the consequence of 


ἐλϑούσης τῆς ἐντολῆς is, that sin becomes vigorous. Ὁ 
“(Ομ δὲ ἀπέϑανον, but Idied. The δὲ is here used, be- 
cause ἀπέθανον is the antithesis of ἀνέζησε, δὲ discretiva. The 
preceding δε indicates the antithesis of the whole sequel of the sen- 
ον tence with the preceding part of it; the present one indicates an an- 
tithesis in the form of expression, between two subordinate clauses _ 
of the latter part of the sentence.— ‘AnéPavor, I fell under sen o 
of death; ‘the soul that sinneth shall die;” “the wages of <a 
death.” So plainly the next clause explains it, where the death in- et 
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curred is placed in opposition to the life which obedience to the 
whole law would ensure. But then, there is plainly an intensive 
sense to be attached here to the word ἀπέϑανον" just as there is to 
the word ἀνέζησε, The apostle means to say (as v. 8 shews), that 
sin put forth fresh vigour when the commandment came ; consequent- 
ly he incurred aggravated guilt; and aggravated condemnation must 
necessarily follow. It also lies on the face of the whole, that the 
writer designs to convey the idea, that the law, instead of affording 
sanctification and deliverance from sin, is the occasion of aggravating 
both guilt and condemnation. -So he had intimated in 6: 14; and so 
he here proves the fact to be. 

Koi svgédn .... εἰς ϑάνατον, even the very commandment which 
was designed [to bestow] life, was found to be. unto my death—Kai 
εὐρέϑη κ. τ. λ. is evidently a clause added-for the sake of intensity and 
variety of expression—a mere epexegesis of ἀπέϑανον. The καί 
here, then, is not and, but καί etiam; καί “ intendit vel auget signi- 
ficationem.”—In saying ἐντολὴ εἰς ζωήν, there was a reference in 
the mind of the writer to such passages of the Old Test. as the fol- 
lowing: “ My statutes .... which if a man do he shall even live by 
them,” Ezek. 20: 11, 13, 21. Lev. 18: 5, et alib. Moi is, in point of 
sense, to be constructed after ϑανατον, and is a Dat. incommodi ; 
comp. in verse 13. 

(11) A repetition with some variations in the phraseology, of the 
same sentiment which is established in v.8.— H yoo .... ἀπέκ- 
tesvé, for sin taking occasion by the commandment deceived me, and 
by it slew me. Ico confirmantis; for the sequel shows how the com- 
mandment came to prove deadly to him. In respect to ἀφορμὴν λα- 
βοῦσα, see v.8. The occasion was, that the law restrained evil pas- 
sions ; which, in a graceless state of the heart, aggravated opposition 

to it—Ava τῆς ἐντολῆς must mean, through the law as an occasional 
instrument or cause; not by it as the efficient cause of sin, which 
the sequel denies the law to be.— ᾿δξηπάτησέ μὲ seems to mean, the 
deceit which our sinful passions practise upon us, by leadin 
regard. all restraint of them as unreasonable and opp essive, and to 
feel that we are in the right when we resist such restraint. The 
consequences of such a feeling will be ; to obey our passions and not 
a law. Of course we are slain by such deceit; it leads us to 

pede into ruin.— 7. αὐτῆς must mean, dv ἐντολῆς. In what sense 
‘sin slays through the commandment, has been once and again stated. 
ἫΝ ( 12) “Rore ὃ μὲν... .. ἀγαϑή, wherefore the law is holy, and the 
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commandment holy and just and good. “ote at the beginning of a 
sentence, is rendered quare, itaque, igitur, by Bretschneider. The 
true force of it seems to be so that, i. e. things being as I have said, 
it follows that, ete.—Mey is difficult of grammatical solution here. 
Taken as the usual sign of protasis, where (we may ask) is the apo- 
dosis ? Koi 7 ἐντολὴ x. τ. 4. will hardly make one, for it is merely 
epexegetical of ὁ νόμος ἅγιος. Bretschneider (Lex.) says, that μέν 
here cannot be translated. Be it so; it must still be true, I think, 
that the writer had some apodosis in his mind, when he employed it. 
I know it is often the case, in the Greek classics, that μέν is employed 
without any subsequent apodosis being expressed. But is it used un- 
less one is implied ? I think not. What then is the implied apodosis 
here? We may probably supply it from v. 13; and if so it would 
seem to be this: ἁμαρτία δέ éorw ἡ κατεργαζομένη ϑάνατον διὰ 
τοῦ ἀγαϑοῦ νόμου. 

It will be perceived, that the present verse is not ἃ regular logical 
deduction from the preceding verses. The writer means to say, that 
after all that he has said, the view which he has taken of the case is 
such, that the excellence and purity of the law stand unimpeached. 
The law is indeed the occasion, but it is the innocent occasion, of sin. 
It is the abuse of it which makes men sinners. It is their evil pas- 
sions which convert what in its own nature tends to life, into an in- 
strument of death. The reason of repeating νόμος and ἐντολή both, 
here, seems to be, that both had been employed in the preceding illus- 
tration ; see vs. 7—10. If there be any difference between the two 
words, it must be, that νόμος is the generic appellation of the divine 
law, 5n; while ἐντολή corresponds to ph, i. e. any particular pre- 
cept. As used by the writer, however, no difference is here intended. 
“Ayia here means pure, free from all moral defect, free from sin, op- 
posed to sin. Avnaia, agreeable to δίκη, i. 6. promoting justice and 
punishing sin. ᾿“γαϑή, good in its object and end, tending to se- 
of benevolence. The most appropriate to the apostle’s 
all the qualities which he mentions, is «Ὁ holi- 
ὁ νόμος ἅγιος and 7j ἐντολή ayia. 







purpose | 
ness. 


Thus much for statement, that the law is the occasion of our guilt 
being aggravated, instead of delivering us from it. The vindication of ἡ 
that character of the law, which is stated in v. 12, follows. But before 
we proceed to it, we must endeavour to solve some questions which 
naturally arise here. 

_ The reader has doubtless perceived, that I suppose the apostle 
here speaking of himself when in a legal state, or under the law 
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before he was united to Christ. This I believe to be the case, for many 
reasons ; some of which I must defer to the close of the whole chapter. 
It is sufficient to my present purpose to state, that nothing can appear 
more certain, than that vs. 7—11 are a defence and confirmation of the 
obnoxious expression (obnoxious to the legalist) contained in v. ὅ. It 
is this verse, which gives occasion to the objection expressed at the be- 
ginning of y. 7 ; and it is of course the same, which is the theme of ys. 
7—11. But on looking back to v. 5, we find μεν ἐν τῇ σαρκί to be the 
condition of the person, on whom the law of God produced the un- 
happy effect stated in the sequel. Indeed the case of itself determines 
this; for surely the law of God is not the object of the believer’s hatred ; 
nor does it enkindle his passions and aggravate his offences; it reproves, 
restrains, moderates, subdues his evil affections and desires. To prove 
this, would be as superfluous as to prove that the renewed heart loves 
and approves of holiness. It is surely none but an unsanctified heart, 
which can make such a use of the law of God as is stated in vs. 7—11. 

Moreover the difficulties attending the usual exegesis (usual in 
modern times and among a certain class of writers) of this passage, are 
truly appalling. E. g. vs. 9, 10, are thus explained: ‘I thought myself 
alive, i.e. holy or good, before I was brought under conviction by the 
law; but when this conviction took place, a penitential sense of sin 
became strong and active ; I was then fully persuaded that I deserved 
condemnation (ἐγὼ δὲ ἀπέθανον); and I found that instead of keeping 
the commandment, I had only brought myself under its penalty.” Now 
all this would do well, in itself considered ; the sentiment is evangelical 
and correct. But the difficulty in obtaining this sentiment from the 
passage before us, is, (1) That one must violate the usus loquendi. (2) 
He must bring contradiction and inextricable difficulty into the context. 
(3) He must make the writer assert what is irrelevant to his present’ 
purpose. 

First, to construe ἁμαρτία ἀνέζησεν as meaning, α penitential sense of 
sin revived or became strong, has no parallel in Scripture. “Auogtia can- 
not be shewn ever to mean penitential sense of sin. As little too can 
ἔζων be shewn to mean, I thought myself alive, i. e. eater rae Both _ 
renderings are discrepant from all usus loquendi. 

Secondly, if we take the meaning of ἁ ἁμαρτία, penitential sense of sin, ἔς 
and carry it on through v. 11, which is indissolubly connected 
v. 10, (as a comparison of vs. Ἴ, 8, and the yog in ν. 11, Some it will 
make a sense εϑμρελ inadmissible. E. g. SA peniten ntial sense of sim | 
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such a carrying forward of the sense given to Socgiie in v. 10, is 5. fairly 
inevitable, unless one renounces all the principles by which a writer’s 
thoughts are connected together. 

Thirdly, such a sentiment as is given to v. 10, is ῥηθαόωμ to the 
iter’s purpose. His 3 object i is to shew, that he ὭΣ not rashly said, τὰ 
παι α τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμου, ν. 5. How will it prove this, 
if eclares merely that the law undoes the false hopes of the sinner, 
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and brings him under true conviction? This would seem, at least, to 
be proving just the opposite of what he designs to shew. Nor will it 
help the matter in the least, if you suppose him to be speaking of the 
experience of Christians; for surely it would not illustrate the declara- 
tion, that the law is the occasion of our evil passions being aggravated, 
to assert that Christians are convinced of sin by it, and brought to true 
penitence. The whole interpretation, therefore, shiek assigns such ἃ 
meaning to vy. 10, appears to be inept, and destitute of any adequate 
support whatever. The sentiment which it brings forward is indeed in 
itself correct; but whether it is the sentiment of the passage under 
examination—is a very different question. 

I shall proceed, therefore, through the remainder of the chapter, 
on the ground that a person in a law-state, and not in a state of grace, is 
described. To some of the reasons for this method of interpretation I 
have just adverted; and to some more I must advert, in the course of 
my exposition. But the more ample defence of this principle of exege- 
sis, and the answer to the principal objections, I reserve to the close of 
the chapter, because they will then be better understood than if they 
should now be introduced. 

It is proper, however, to say a few words here, respecting the use 
of the first person singular, throughout vs. 7—25. Does the apostle 
“mean to designate himself specially and peculiarly, or does he include 
others with himself? Others certainly are included, understand him 
as you please. If he speaks of himself while under the law, he means 
by a parity of reasoning to include all others who are in the same con- 
dition. Ifhe speaks of himself as a Christian, he means in the same 
manner to include all other Christians, who of course must have similar 
experience. So that Ambrose very appropriately and truly says: Sub 
sua persona quasi generalem causam agit. The use sometimes of the 
plural and sometimes of the singular number, favours this supposition ; 
comp. vs. 5, 7, 14, seq. and 8: 1, seq. The apostle often employs the 
first person singular, where ie is discussing general principles; 6. g. 
1 Cor. 6: 12. 10: 23, 29, 30. 13: 11, 12. Gal. 2: 18, et al. seepe. That it 
is not unusual for the apostles to include themselves, even where they | 
are saying things which convey sharp reproof, i is also true; e. g. James 
3: 1, 2,9. Whatever ground of exegesis one takes, as to ‘chap. vil. in 
z eral, the principle that Paul speaks of himself only as an example of 

at others are in like circumstances, must of course be admitted. 


Comp. 1 ay where he explicitly asserts such a principle. 
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CHAP. VII. 18—25. 


The Jew would very naturally ask, on hearing such a declaration as is con- 
tained in v.12; ‘ What, then, is that which is good, the cause of sin?’ This 
the apostle represents him as doing; and to this question he replies, that it is 
not the law itself which is the cause of sin, but the abuse of it by the sinner 
which renders him guilty; and that in this way the odious deformity of sin is 
peculiarly and strikingly exhibited. In thesequel the apostle proceeds to exhi- 
bit, in a very forcible manner, the fact that the law can in no way be involved 
in the charge of being the efficient cause of sin, for it stands in direct and 
perpetual opposition to all the sinful desires of men in an unsanctified and 
carnal state. That it is holy and just and good, is evinced by the fact, that the 
conscience and moral sense spontaneously take sides with it or approve of its pre- 
cepts. Yet notwithstanding all this, such is the force of sinful desiresand lusts, 
that they triumph over the precepts of the law, and lead the unsanctified man 
to continual opposition and transgression. Even against the voice of reason 
and conscience, i. e. of an internal moral nature, as well as against the divine 
precepts, does carnal desire prevail ; we yield the moral self to the power of 
the carnal self, and plunge deep into ruin, while the voice of God’s law is 
thundering in our ears, and the voice of our own consciences is loudly remon- 
strating against our conduct. ‘ Wretched men that we are!’ Truly wretched,. 
while out of Christ, while under the law, while destitute of that spirit of 
adoption, which subdues the carnal man, and leads us to walk κατὰ πνεῦμα, 
and furnishes us with grace to doso! 

The purpose of all this illustration or representation, on the part of the 
apostle, is very plain. If such is the state of those who are under the law, 
that all its prohibitions, penalties, and commands will produce no decisive in- 
fluence in reforming and sanctifying them ; if such is the wickedness of un- 
sanctified men, that they refuse to hearken to the voice of conscience even, as 
well as of the divine law; then is the condition of the legalist, who places his 
hopes in the sanctifying power of that law, desperate indeed. Well may he ex- 
claim: tadaizogos ἐγὼ ἄνϑρωπος ! τίς μὲ ῥύσεται ἐπ τοῦ σώματος τοῦ ϑανάτου; 
Who can refrain, now, from perceiving that all this is much to the purpose of 
the apostle, whose object it is to show, that to be under grace (and not under 
the law) affords the only hope for the sinner? Accordingly, in chap. VIII. 
1—17, he shews that the opposite of all which he has been before describing 
takes place in the unregenerate, and that a filial spirit subdues carnal affec- 
tions, overcomes the world, and enables Christians to walk according to the 
Spirit ; nothing of which is accomplished, while men are in the condition de- 
scribed in 7: 14—25. τὰ 

Now to what special end of the apostle would it be here subservient, if we 
suppose him to be describing a state of grace in chap. VII.? How does the 
contest in the breast of Christians against sin, prove the ineflicacy of the iw. 
to sanctify them? For to prove such an inefficacy, it must be admitted, is the 
general object of all the present discourse. The fact is, that such a statement 
would prove too much. It would shew that grace is wanti n efi 1 
well as the law; for the Christian, being a subject of grace, still keeping 

ch a contest, one might of course be tempted to say : ‘ It appears, then, 
5. is no more competent than law, to subdue sin and sanctify the 













e all this of the regenerate man be correct. For what is the real state of 

the whole matter as represented by the apostle ἢ Itis, thatin every contest here 

ven the flesh and. the spirit (the moral man), the former comes off vic- 

aah s. And can this be a regenerate state? Is this “the victory which is of 

ᾷ, d, and overcometh the world?” ‘He that is born of God sinneth not ;” 

_ those that love his law “ do no iniquity ;”’ he that loveth Christ, “ keepeth. his 

commandments ;’’ i. e. a habitual and voluntary offender such an one is not ; 

& _ he gives not himself up to any course of sin; it is his habitual study and ef- 
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fort to subdue his passions and obey the commandments of God. But what 
of all this is there, in the case which the apostle presents in 7: 14—25? Read 
now chap. VIII. 1—17, and then ask: Is the man described in 7: 14—25, who 
yields in every instance to the assault of his passions, and suffers them contin- 
ually to triumph over law, conscience, and every other consideration, such a 
man or the same man as is described in 8: 1—17? In this latter passage the 
man is described “‘ who walks nor after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Can 
this then be the same man who does walk after the flesh, and always does 
this, even when the voice of God and conscience is thundering in his ears, 
and his own internal moral nature is warning him against the course he par- 
sues? Impossible. Light and darkness are not more diverse than these two 
cases. 

The transition which is represented as taking place, at the close of chap. 
VII. and the commencement of chap. VIII., most fully exhibits this. Here 
is indeed a wonderful transition; one from a state of captivity to the law of 
sin and death, to a state of freedom from both, to the enjoyment of the glori- 
ous liberty of the children of God. But if the contest in chap. 7: 14—25is 
meant for one which is only in the breast of the regenerate ; then into what 
state does he go, or what is the condition of him, who makes the transition re- 
presented inchap. VIII.? The only answer which can be made, seems to be, 
that it is from a state of struggle with sin, to a state in which there is no strug- 
gle withit. And does the Christian, then, attain to this state in the present life? 
I will not deny the possibility of it; but as a matter of fact, who will bring ade- 
quate proof, that he does truly “ Jove God with all his heart and his neighbour 
as himself,” without variation, and to the highest extent of which he is capa- 
ble? ‘If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not 
in us.” Such a transition, then, in this case, is utterly improbable; and there- 
fore cannot be admitted. 

But put the case which I have supposed above, and which accords with the 
design of the apostle and the language employed, viz. that the transition is 
from a state in which the carnal passions were uniformly victorious, to one in 
which the holy principle becomes predominantly so, and then you have not 
only a possible but an actual case; yea, thousands and millions of actual 
cases. Can we hesitate, then, as to what the object of the writer is, in the 
passage before us? 





(13) 70 οὖν ἀγαϑὸν.... ϑάνατος; Has then that which is 
good become death to me? i.e. ‘You call the commandment ἀγαϑή, 
kind, beneficent, productive of happiness; how can that which is be- 
neficent, be fatal tome? [5 not this a contradiction?” The answer 
is, μὴ γένουτο" i.e. it is not true that the ἐντολὴ ἀγαϑή was of itself 

al or deadly to you, ἀλλὰ ἡ ἁμαρτία, but sin [was death to you]; 
~ for that oof γέγονε Gavarog is implied after ἁμαρτία, is very plain 
from the nature of the sentence. | 


“Iva goavn .... ϑάνατον, so that sin might exhibit itself, causing 
death to me by that which is good—@av7 is 2 Aor. pass. Subj., but 
is employed (as the Aorists pass. often are) in the sense of the Middle 
voice. The meaning is: ‘Sin became the cause of death to me, by 
my abusing of the law which was altogether good; and so it exhibited, 
‘in a true light, its own deadly and odious nature. The μοί here, and 
the ἐμοί above, are the Dat. incommodi. ἐμῴς ἰ ὑδ' > ἼΩΝ ' 
"Wve γένηται... .. ἐντολῆς, so that sin, throug ἢ the 
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might be exceedingly sinful; i.e. so that sin, by abuse of the com- 
mandment which was good, and making it the occasion of death to 
the sinner, and by its opposition to a commandment in its own 
nature holy and just and good, might thus appear to be exceedingly 
aggravated and detestable. For xa ὑπερβολήν, used adverbially 
instead of ὑπερβαλλόντως, comp. 1 Cor. 12: 31. 2 Cor. 1: 8. 4: 17. 

. (14) Οἴδαμεν γάρ some critics divide thus: οἴδα μὲν γάρ. But 
the general usage of Paul is against this; for in appeals of this na- 
ture he generally uses the plural number, and not the singular.—J% ἂρ 
illustrantis et confirmantis; for the sequel is designed to illustrate 
and confirm what he has said in respect to the law and sin, in v. 13. 

Ὃ νόμος πνευματικὸς ἔστε, the law is spiritual, i. 6. the law en- 
joins those things which are agreeable to the nature and mind of the 
Spirit. #lesh and spirit are often opposed to each other in a variety 
of senses ; viz. (1) As flesh is weak and perishable (Gen. 6: 3. Ps. 
78: 39. 56:4. Jer. 17:5. Is. 40: 6), so spirit (πη, πνεῦμα), the 
animating and invigorating principle, is sometimes placed in opposi- 
_ tion to it with the meaning of strength and permanence; 8. g. Is. 31: 
3. But, (2) The most common usage in the New Testament is the 
tropical one; where σάρξ is viewed as the principal seat or strong 
hold of sinful desires and affections, and is often employed to desig- 
nate them, sometimes simply, and sometimes with φρόνημα added to 
it; while πνεῦμα, when employed in the way of antithesis to it, means 
the new living principle, which is ti πνευματικόν, something pro- 
duced by the Spirit of God, and guided by his influence. Hence 
Christians are πνευματικοί, and unsanctified men are owgxexol, be- 
cause the former are under the influence of the Spirit, and the latter 
are guided by their carnal appetites and desires. All this is quite 
plain, when one reads Rom. 8: 1—17, where the antithesis is fully 
and explicitly stated. oe ΕἼ 

To say, then, that the law is πνευματικός, is to affirm that it 
nature is pneumatic, i. e. agreeable to the nature and mi 
Sor The antithesis, therefore, is plain; viz. éyw 
jut I am carnal, 1. 6. under the influence of carn 












flesh, are sometimes named καθ and this, it would seem, because 
most of our sinful propensities are directly connected with the flesh, 
and those which are not, are similar in regard to their character. 
᾿ς For example ; in al. 5: 19—22, the apostle names hatred, envy, an- 
ger, etc., as £04 ρκόρ᾽ jana so in Rom.8:5—9, xara σάρκα εἶναι 
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οἵ περιπατεῖν, includes every kind of vicious life. And in the passage 
before us, oagxexos ξἰμν is explained by a clause which the writer 
immediately adds ; viz. 

Tlengapévog ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, sold under sin, i. 6. the bond- 
slave of sin, δοῦλος τῆς ἁμαρτίας " for so the sequel shews him to be, 
inasmuch as he always obeys sin, whatever opposition is made to it 
on the part of conscience or the divine law. The language is bor- 
rowed from the practice of selling captives, taken in war, as slaves. 
They were viewed as having forfeited their lives; and so they were 
sold into a state of the most absolute despotism. In allusion to this, 
the apostle represents the person who is still under the law, and 
therefore unredeemed, as being the bond-slave of sin. Stronger lan- 
guage than this he could not employ ; and it will be important, in the 
sequel, to look back on this expression in order to solve some of the 
doubts which may arise from ὃ μισῶ, ὃ ov ϑέλω ἐγώ, τὸ ϑελεῖν 
παράκειταί μοι, συνήδομαι τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ ϑεοῦ, etc. Let the reader, 
who wishes to know the writer’s own exposition of σαρκεκός here, 
carefully compare chap. 8: 5—9. 

The law, then, is good, for it is πνευματικός, agreeable to the 
dictates of the Spirit. It is not this, therefore, which is the efficient 
cause of men’s sins; it is that they are oagxvxoi, devoted to the de- 
sires of the flesh, following the dictates of its desires. 

(15) That the law does sustain such a character, must be well 
known to the sinner himself. His own reason and conscience take 
sides with the law, and approve its precepts. Yee still, so carnally 
inclined is he, that he listens not to these, but acts directly against 
them. 

In order to express this sentiment in the most striking manner: 
the apostle divides the person who is thus oagxexos, but is still com- 
pelled to give testimony in favour of the divine law, into éwo selves, 
(if I may thus speak) ; viz. the νοῦς or ὁ ἔσω ἄνϑρωπος (vs. 22, 23), 
and the σῶμα, oagé, or carnal part of his nature. In the latter 
dwell the passions and affections which sway the ἄνθρωπος σαρκι- 
z0¢* in the former is still a portion of the image of God, which dis- 
cerns, and cannot but approve, the holy and perfect law of God that is 
merely a transcript of his own nature. If the reader has any question, 
whether this last statement is in accordance with the apostle’s views 
of unsanctified human nature, he needs but to turn back and read 
Rom, 2: 14, 15, in order to dissipate his doubts. That the unregen- 
erate have reason and conscience which approve, and must approve, 
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the divine law, shews nothing more than that they are 7 ating 
moral beings, with faculties adapted to a state of moral pro tion ; 

and that they are made in the image of God, so far as a rational and 

moral nature is concerned. This is merely saying that they are men, 

and-not brutes. The faculty to discern what is good, the power to 

approve of it, is in itself no more holy or sinful, than the faculty of 
ratiocination is, or of seeing or hearing. Nothing can be more un- 

founded, than the supposition that moral good is put to the account of 
the sinner, merely because one assigns to him reason to discern its 

nature, and conscience to approve it. ~ Without these he could not be 

a rational and moral being. They are mere pura naturalia, to speak 

in the language of the old theology. 

The reader need not be in any degree alarmed, then, for the 
doctrine of human depravity, when he finds the sinner here repre- 
sented as seeing something of the nature of the divine law, and testi- 
fying in its favour. It is on such a ground as this, that the ways of 
God toward men may be vindicated; for should we allow it to be true, 
that our physical nature is the exciting cause of most of our sins, we 
may still ask: ‘Is there not an ἔσω ἄνθρωπος which opposes all 
this, and solicits us to avoid sin and cleave to duty? And on this 
ground it is, that God regards the heathen as being without excuse ; 
which is clear from Rom. 1. 11. 

. Ὃ γὰρ.... γινώσκω, for that which I do, 1 disapprove. The 
yao here shews clearly that the writer adduces the considerations 
which follow, in order to illustrate and confirm what he had just 
asserted, viz. that he who is under the law is σαρκικός, ete—Ou 
γινώσκω is rendered by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Tholuck, and 
others; I know not, i.e. my mind is so darkened by sin, that I do not 
perceive the true nature of what I am doing; but the explanation 

which Paul immediately subjoins seems to forbid this exegesis, a 
οὐ yao 0 ϑέλω κιτ.λ. Besides, the very height of the crimin 
here depicted is, that the sin is against light and knowledge and 
conscience. On the other hand, that γινώσκω in Greek, and the 
Hebrew 910, not unfrequently mean to know, in the sense of acknow- 
μι r or ἀρρνοδέμιι may be seen in the lexicons; see Matt. 7: 23. 

: 12. Luke 13: 27. Ps. 1: 6. Hos. 8: 4. 

Οὐ γὰρ ὃ ϑέλω, τοῦτο πράσσω, for not that which I approve, do 
1 isi Tue confirmantis, i.e. the sentence that follows, confirms 
the preceding sta’ ement, by repeating it for substance, but in a form 
more intelli ible and specific. First, we have the general declaration: 
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What I do, I disapprove. Next, the specific one, which illustrates 
and confirms it: Mot that which I desire do I perform, but I do that 
which I hate. If there be any thing paradoxical here, (and as being 
so, the first view of the case would seem to present it), it is occasioned 
entirely by the plan of the writer to represent the two contrary selves 
in one and the same person. Κατεργάζομαν belongs to the carnal 
self; γινώσκω to the νοῦς or ἔσω ἄνθρωπος" and thus in succes- 
sion, it is the conscience and reason, i. e. the internal moral man, 
which disapproves (oy ϑέλω) and hates (ueow); while the carnal man 
does (πράσσω, ποιῶ) the thing which is disapproved and hated. 





All speculative metaphysical questions would here be entirely out 
of place. One might ask: ‘Is it true, then, that a man does what he is 
unwilling to do, and hates to do?) This would be not only to represent 
him as acting against predominant motives, but as a machine who 
could not follow his own inclination.’ And on the ground of some 
systems of metaphysical philosophy, the whole would indeed be an un- 
accountable affair, as it is here represented by the apostle ; although 
such philosophy is not unfrequently insisted on, and urged as being all- 
important in theology. But still the apostle might make the appeal, 
for his own triumphant vindication, to the breast of every man on 
earth, where the moral warfare has been carried on, as he describes it, 
between conscience and passion. And a most exact and striking pic- 
ture it is too. The demonstration of its correctness is internal, in the 
very consciousness of the soul; it depends not on metaphysics or ra- 
tiocination. 

It is not true, indeed, that a man does what, on the whole, he is un- 
willing to do; nor is this what the apostle means to affirm. But it is 
true, that men often do what reason and conscience disapprove ; and 
which he here expresses in the strong language of ov ϑέλω and μιδῶ, 
i. 6. it is the ἔσω ἄνϑρωπος of! whom this is predicated. And even this, 
in a contrast like the present, is not to be urged to its highest point of pos- 
sible meaning. Thus, for example, μισῶ does not always mean positive 
hatred, but a not loving, or merely a comparatively not loving, i. e, a less 
loving ; for so the examples i in Matt. 6: 24, Luke 16: 13. 14: 26, teach 
us. The last example here is perfectly in point, to shew that μισῶ may 
mean (as it certainly does here) merely aless loving of some than others; 
comp. as exegetical of it, Matt. 10: 37. That ϑέλω :and μισῶ, then, can 
both be affirmed of the conscience enlightened by the divine law 
(comp. v. 9), when they are understood in this qualified sense, (and a 
qualified sense, on any ground of exegesis, is absolutely necessary), is 


sufficiently manifest. Any one who undertakes to urge the sense of . 


words employed in such a contrast as is here presented, to the highest 
speenine of which they are capable, must involve himself in difficul- 
ties that are absolutely inextricable, 


ἣν There i is a’striking passage in Xenophon (Cyrop. VI. 1), in which’ 


Araspes” the Persian says, by way of excusing i jonable deaigan 
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« ΜΘ δε αν I must have two souls.... for plainly it is not one and 
the same which is both evil and good, nor which loves honorable and 
base conduct, and at the same time wishes to do a thing and not to do 
it. Plainly, then, there are two souls; and when the good one prevails, 
then it does good ; ee when the evil one predominates, then it does 
6ν1}. Similar to this is the sentiment in Euripides, Medea, 1077, 


Μ͵ανϑάνω μὲν, οἷα δρᾷν μέλλω κακά, 
νὴ Θύμος δὲ κρείσσων τῶν ἐμῶν βουλευμάτων. 


I know, indeed, that such things as I am about to do, are evil ;. but my ‘id 
is better than my inclinations. 
The same poet (as quoted by Clemens Alex. Strom. II. 15) says: 


Adhy dey οὐδὲν τῶνδε μ ὧν συ νουϑητεὶς " 

Τνώμην δ᾽ ἔχοντά μ᾽ 4 φύσις βιάζεται, 
Thave forgotten none of the things respecting which you have admonished 
me; but although I have a desire to do them, nature struggles against it. 

To the same purpose, and in a manner very much like that of Paul, 
Epictetus says (Enchirid. II. 26): “0 ἁμαρτάνων, ὃ μὲν ϑέλεν ov ποιεῖ" 
καὶ ὃ μὴ ϑέλει, ποιεῖ. So Plautus (Trinumnus, Act. IV. Scen. 2, ν. 31); 
Scibam ut esse me deceret, facere non quibam miser; I knew that τέ 
was becoming’, bul, me pitermblet I could not do τί. Beatek (Ep. II): 
Quid est .... quod nos alio tendentes, alio trahit, et eo unde recedere 
cupimus repellit? Quid colluctaturcum animo nostro, nec permittit nobis 
quidquam semel velle ? Ovid (Metamorph. VII. 19): Aliudque cupido, 
mens aliud suadet; Video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor. Seneca 
(Hippol. v. 604): Vos testor .... hoc quod volo, me nolle. 

‘So Lactantius also represents a heathen as saying: Volo equidem 
non peccare, sed vincor; indutus enim sum carne fragili. Itaque ducor 
incertus, et pecco non quia volo, sed quia cogor. 

These quotations (for which I gratefully express my obligations to 
Prof. Tholuck) shew how clear and distinct the impression is upon 
the human mind, in all countries, that there is a stru ggle in the breast 
between conscience and carnal inclination. They also shew how 
much alike, men enlightened or unenlightened by revelation express 
themselves in relation to the struggle in question. They answer still 
another purpose, viz. to shew that language of this nature is used, and’ 
is to be understood, in the popular sense, and in this only. 


(16) Ei 02... . καλός, if now I do that which I do not desire, 
1 acknowledge that the law is good ; i. 6. if my reason and conscience 
disapprove that which I do, then my inward man bears testimony in 
favour of the law, gives assent to the goodness of it. 4é “ orationi 
continuande inservit.” Συμφημί, lit. to speak with, to confess, to 
acknowledge. The appeal here in favour of the law is very strong; 
for even those who habitually violate it, are represented as testifying in 
its favour. In one point of view, this is stronger testimony than that _ 
of Christians; for if the real enemies themselves of the law feel obliged 
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to confess its excellence, we may well expect that the “ of the 





_ law will do the same; as indeed they of course do. 
lay (17) Nuvi δὲ... .. ἁμαρτία, now, moreover, it is no ore i ‘who 
do this, but sin witch dwells in me. Aé continuative, “ accuratius 
definit.” 'T'wo consequences follow from the Principle asserted in 
v. 15; viz. first, that the internal man assents to the goodness of the 
divine law ; secondly, that it is not reason and conscience unperverted 
which jead men to sin, but their carnal desires. The latter senti- 
ment is asserted inv. 17. "yw, therefore, is the moral self, the νοῦς 
or ἔσω ἄνθρωπος here; while ἡ ἁμαρτία (here personified) means, 
the sinful passions and affections of men. The distinction here made, 
between the higher moral self of reason and conscience, and the 
lower one of carnal passions and appetites, is very striking. In like 
manner Seneca says: Mens cujusque is est quisque, non ea figura 
que digito monstrari potest; the MIND of ἃ man is HIMSELF, not that 
part which may be pointed out with one’s finger, i. e. not the body. 
So Augustine: Magis ego in eo quod in me approbabam, quam in eo 
quod in me improbabam, Confess. VIII. 5. 

(18) Οἶδα yoo.... ἀγαθόν, for I know that in me, that is, in 
my flesh, there dwelleth no good thing Tag explicantis; for the 
present verse is designed to explain the preceding one. There the 
apostle had said: It is sin who dwelleth in me. But what is meant 
by me? The answer in v. 18 is: The carnal man. 'To say that sin 
dwells in me, and to say that no good thing dwells in my flesh, is one 
and the same thing here. Let the reader compare, in order to ascer- 
tain the meaning of the writer, vs. 5, 14. 

But this is not all. The apostle goes further than merely to assert, 
that the carnal part of himself is destitute of any thing spiritually 
good. He maintains, also, that it has a ssa μυνῶν power over him 
who is still “‘under the law.and not under grace.” 70 γὰρ. 
εὐρίσκω, for to will that which is good, is in my power; but to do 2, 
I do not find [in my power].— To ϑέλευν here is of course employed 
in the same sense as ϑέλω in v. 16, i.e. to designate the approbation 
or desire of reason and conscience. Tug is inserted before a clause 
designed to illustrate and enforce the preceding declaration. —Tlage- 
neta, lit. les by me or before me, i. e. is accessible, is possible, is in 
my power. .--Οὐκ εὑρίσκω, I do not find, is an elliptical expression. 
The complement here would seem to be thus: Οὐκ εὑρίσκω [maga 
κείμενόν μου], i.e. 1 do not find it in my power. But no metaphysi- 
cal bal expression is here intended. «ΤᾺΣ writer - evidently 


Be 


* 
δ. 


a. x 





ν᾿ Tey Pa 4 Ἀ 
% ᾿ be 


ROMANS 7:18-21. 305 





means to say, that the carnal part is altogether the predominant self; 
just in the same manner as he says, that ‘the natural man ere 
not the things of the Spirit of God... . neither can he know them.” 
So again: “‘ The carnal mind is oth against God, and is not sub 
ject to the law of God, nor indeed can it be,’ Rom. 8: 7. As σαρχι- 
“0G, 1. 6. as swayed and directed by carnal desires and affections, the 
sinner finds no power to do good. The assertion of the apostle does 
not respect men in a mere psychological or physiological point of 
view, with simple reference to the powers and attributes of their 
nature ; but it respects them as σαρκικοί, as ἐν σαρκί, and as acting 
agreeably to this predominating part of themselves. 

Zo καλὸν stands in the original after κατεργαζεσϑαιε, but I have 
arranged it in the translation, so as to make the sense as explicit as 
I can. 

(19) Ov yao 6 ϑέλω x. t.4., appears to be a repetition of v. 15. 
It is so in fact; but it is not designed to be merely a repetition. 
First, the form is a little varied; for here we have ἀγαϑόν and χαχόν. 
But secondly, the sentence here commences with a γάρ confirmantis, 
and it appears to be designed to confirm the preceding declaration. 
What is the proof that my reason and conscience approve that which 
is good, and that I find myself unable to effect it? It is, that I in fact 
leave undone the good which I approve, and do the evil which I 
disapprove. 

(20) This verse is a summary repetition of vs. 16, 17, omitting 





~ one clause of them; as may be seen by comparison. ‘The assertion 


here is again, that as the moral J, viz. the conscience and reason, 
disapproves of evil, the commission of it is not occasioned by the ἔσω 
ἄνθρωπος, but by the ἄνϑρωπος σαρκικός. 

(21) Next follows a deduction from the preceding representations, 
of which ἄρα, then, therefore, is the sign- 

The amine construction of the verse is difficult, and has 
been a matter of contest among critics. Only two methods of ex- 
planation seem to me worth discussing. (a) ‘I find τὸν νόμον, a law 
or constitution, viz. of my nature, that when I would do good, evil is 
near at hand.’ So Calvin, Venema, Limborch, Michaelis, Bolten, 
Ammon, etc. It is charged as a difficulty upon this mode of inter- 
pretation, that the article in τὸν νόμον cannot well be accounted for; 
for νόμον in v. 23 has it not. But this objection has little weight 
indeed ; for νόμος in v. 21 is surely ἃ particular, specific νόμος" but 
in v.23, τὸν é paeeg rsee would give a sense which the writer does 
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not intend, for he means here only to say that there is another law, 
i. e. some other law, in opposition to the law of his mind. “Ev τοῖς 
μέλεσι does indeed specificate the νόμος in question; but in such a 
case, the article may be either inserted or omitted. A comparison, 
moreover, of ν. 23 with v. 21, seems to render it quite plain, that τὸν 
νόμον in the latter is the same as the éregov νόμον in the former. I 
take the meaning of the writer to be, that he finds it to be a custom 
or daw with him, resulting from his carnal nature, that when his rea~ 
son and conscience decide in favour of doing good, evil comes in and 
prevents it; i.e. his carnal affections and desires interpose and hin- 
der his doing good; in other words, he finds the doing of evil so 
habitual with himself, that he must regard it as a controlling law of 
his carnal nature. 

(Ὁ) The second method puts a comma after ἄρα, and construes 
the intermediate clause thus: “Zuoi τῷ ϑέλοντε ποιεῖν τὸν νόμον, 
[sc. ποιεῖν] τὸ καλόν" thus making τὸ καλόν a synonyme with rov 
νόμον, and supposing ποιεῖν to be virtually repeated before it. So 
Tholuck, Knapp, et al. This explanation is a possible one; but I 
ean hardly bring myself to feel that it is probable. In sense it does 
not differ materially from the other; and therefore it offers no special 
inducement to adopt it. 

*Eoi τὸ κακὸν παράκειται, evil is at hand, evil is near or in 
readiness. ‘The meaning here is, as v. 23 shews, that evil stands 
ready to usurp the place of good, and does in fact usurp it. 

(22) Συνήδομαι you .... ἄνϑρωπον, for I delight in the law of 
God, as it respects the internal man. Ico illustrantis, The senti- 


ment is, for substance, the same as in vs. 15—17; but the costume 


in which it appears, is diverse. That the sentiment, moreover, is 
epexegetical of v. 21, is quite plain. Hence the γάρ with which it 
is introduced. 

In regard to the words; συνήδομαν here corresponds to ovugnue 


in v. 16; and ἔσω ἄνϑρωπον here, corresponds to ἐγώ in v. 17. If . 


any one is disposed to urge here the strength of the expression ovv7- 
δομαι τῷ νόμῳ, as being g inconsistent with an unregenerate state, he 
will do well to look back on v . 14 and ask, whether the expression 
there, on the other side, is not still stronger. The truth is, in a con- 
trast like this, where the mind of the writer is wrought up to a high 
pitch of feeling, the mere forms of expression cannot in themselves 
go very far toward establishing any principle of doctrine. It is to 
the object at which the writer is aiming, that we must lok and this 
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object has been already brought to view. But if any one insists on 
urging the form of expression, I must ask him first to construe v. 14 
by the rule which he himself here adopts; and then to compare 
Mark 6: 20. John 5: 35. Matt. 13: 20. John 2: 283—25. Acts 8: 13, 
comp. vs. 20—23. Isa. 58: 2, where it is said of the wicked, that 
“they delight to know my ways,” and “they take delight in ap- 
proaching to God.” Comp. also 1 K. 21: 27—29. 1 John 3: 9. Ps. 
119: 3. Many other passages of the like.tenor could be adduced, in 
order to show that a qualified sense is to be put on such expressions. 
Above all, John 15: 22—24. Matt. 6: 24. Luke 16: 13 and 14: 26, 
shew that very strong expressions of this kind are to be modified ac- 
cording to the nature of the case which is under consideration. 

With such examples before us, and with the whole context (at 
least so it plainly appears to me) to remind us of the necessity. of 
taking συνήδομαι in a qualified sense, I cannot hesitate to say, that 
v. 22 only expresses in a more intense form and with more feeling, ᾿ 
what is simply expressed in v. 16, ovugyue τῷ νόμῳ. The approba- 
tion, complacency (so to speak), which reason and conscience yield 
to the divine law as holy and good, is the truth intended to be ex- 
pressed. It is strongly expressed, indeed; but not more so, than in 
the cases to which the reader is referred above, and about the exege- 
sis of which there can be no disagreement. In fact, the very next 
verse shews, that the apostle cannot here be understood to mean the 
pleasure which a regenerate and filial spirit takes in the divine law ; 
for this, as chap. 8: 1—17 most clearly shews, would lead the person 
who might possess it, to “‘ walk after the Spirit,” and not “‘ after the 
flesh ;” while here, the very individual who “ delights in the law of 
God after the inner man,” is at the same time represented as being 
ruled over by the law of sin and death, and led to destruction by it. 
Is this the real state of a child of God? Comp. 8: 9—14. 

(23) Bieénw df... . μου, but I perceive another law in my mem- 
bers, warring against the law of my mind. Aé adversative or dis- 
junctive; i. e. notwithstanding my reason and conscience strongly 
approve of the divine law, yet I do not obey it; for there is another 
law directly opposed to it, viz. the law dictated byt my carnal passions 
and desires.— Medeor as inv. 5. This law not bal wars against the 
law of the inner man, but actually overcomes it ;--αἰχμαλωτίζοντά 
ME... . μου, lit. ἬΝ me a captive to the law of sin which is im 
ayia rs, 1. 6. reducing me to entire subjection unto, placing me 
altog at the disposal of, the law of sin or carnal self. Captives 
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taken in war were put to death, kept as slaves, or sold as slaves, at 
the pleasure of the victor. ‘The meaning therefore is, that the law of 
sin had entire rule or control, notwithstanding the znner man decided 
against it. And can such be the habitual state of any real Christian? 

(24) Tudainwoos.... τούτου, Wretched man that Iam! Who 
shall deliver me from the body which occasions this death or condem- 
nation? No wonder that the sinner, whose conscience has been 
awakened by the law of God, and who has been brought by bitter 
experience to see, that all which reason and conscience do for him, 
proves ineffectual as to the actual control of his lusts and passions— 
no wonder that he should be constrained, in view of the dreadful 
condemnation which seems to await him, to exclaim, ‘‘ Wretched 
man that I am!’ Well may he express a wish, too, for deliverance 
from the predominating power of his bodily carnal lusts and inclina- 
tions; which, in spite of all the remonstrances that his awakened 
conscience makes, continue to expose him to the curse of the divine 
law, yea, to its aggravated penalty. 

Tov σώματος τοῦ ϑανάτου τούτου is construed by some, as 
equivalent to σῶμα ϑνητόν, i. 6. frail, dying body. The sentiment 
would then be: ‘O that I might die, or be liberated from this mortal 
body!’ This would, in the connection here presented, be the lan- 
guage of despair ; like that of Job when in deep distress, 3: 3—11. 
10: 18. But, although this is a possible sense, it does not seem to be 
a probable one ; as the comparison of it with chap. 8: 2 shews. 2o- 
μα I understand here (so not unfrequently elsewhere) as equivalent 
to oof, i. 6. as designating the seat of the carnal and sinful principle. 
In such a sense σαρξ stands opposed to πνεῦμα; in John 3: 6. Rom. 
8: 9, ὅ, 6. Θανάτου is the Genitive of effect, as grammarians say, i. 6. 
it is a Genitive which marks or designates the effect produced by 
owua* and this latter word designates the agent, viz. the carnal 
principle in natural men, which leads to death or condemnation ; 
comp. 8: 6. . 

(25) Εὐχαριστῶ .... ἡμῶν, I thank God, through Jesus Christ 
our Lord, viz. that there is deliverance ; an exclamation from sym- 
pathy for the guilty and wretched sufferer, who had just been de- 
scribed. It should be read as in a parenthesis; for to parenthesis it 

_ clearly belongs, inasmuch as it breaks in altogether upon the thread 
of discourse, and is simply an anticipation of what is about to follow 
in chap. vat. et 

"dew otv.... cuagtiag, wherefore I the same person serve with 
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the mind the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin. A sum- 
mary of the whole preceding representation, as ἄρα οὖν denotes, in 
respect to the contest which he had been describing. The sum of 
all is: ‘While my mind, i. e. reason and conscience, takes part with 
the law of God and approves its sanctions, my carnal part obtains the 
predominance, and brings me into a state of condemnation and ruin.’ 
Aros ἐγώ, the same ἐγώ, i. 6. 1 the same person have two minds or 
inclinations in me, etc. 

But what follows from all this? Just what the writer set out to 
prove, viz. (1) That the law of God, which has reason and conscience 
on its side, is not to be accused as being the efficient cause of sin; 
but that the indulgence of the sinner’s own evil passions is the direct 
cause of his guilt and misery. (2) That the law, with all its holiness 
and justice and goodness, and even with reason and conscience on its 
side, is unable to control the person who is yet under it and is desti- 
tute of the grace of the gospel. From all this, follows the grand 
deduction which the apostle intends to make, viz. that we must be 
“under grace,” in order to subdue our sinful passions and desires. In 
other words: ‘Christ is our ἀγεασμός, as well as our δικαιοσύνη. 





And now, at the close of this whole representation we may well 
ask: What stronger proof could the apostle produce, than that which 
he has brought forward, in order to shew that the law is ineffectual as 
the means of subduing the power of sin and of sanctifying sinners ? 
The law with all its terrors and strictness, even when reason and con- 
science are on its side, cannot deliver ἐκ tov σώματος tov ϑανάτου tov- 
tov. On the contrary, its very restraints are the occasion of the sin- 
ner’s guilt being aggravated, because his passions are excited by them 
to more vehement opposition. Does not all this fully and satisfactorily 
establish the assertion in v. 5, ta παϑήματα τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νό- 
μου And yet, with what admirable caution and prudence is the whole 
of this nice and difficult discussion conducted! The law stands fully 
vindicated. Even the sinner himself, who abuses it to his own aggra- 
vated guilt and ruin, is obliged to concede that it is holy and just and 


good. But with all its excellence and glory, with all its promises and | 


threatenings, it never did and never can redeem one soul from death, nor 
"4 “hide a multitude of sins.” Christ is, after all, our only, our all-suffi- 
cient Saviour ; his is “the only name given under heaven among men 
whereby we can be saved.” He is “our wisdom, our justification, our 
sanctification, and our redemption.” What then becomes of all the 
vain and selfish hopes of the legalist? The apostle has scattered them 
to the winds, and shewed that ‘no man can come unto the Father, encept 
by the Son,’ 

That there is after all, help for the poor ἜΣ ΕΣ τ sinner, the sito 
next proceeds to shew. What the law could not accomplish, Christ 
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has_ effected. That control over the carnal passions and_ desires, 
which no legal penalties and no remonstrances of reason and con- 
science would give to him, the grace of the Holy Spirit, given through 
the gospel, does impart. No longer does he live to the flesh; no more 
does sin have a habitual and supreme control over him. Such is the 
happy state to which the perishing sinner comes, by being brought ὑπὸ 
χάριν " and this, he has abundant assurance, will be a permanent state, 
his ‘grace will be crowned with glory.’ Such is the theme of the next 
chapter; but before we proceed to the consideration of it, it will be 
proper to take, in this place, a brief and compressed view of the 
grounds on which chap. VII. 5—25 has been interpreted, as having re- 
spect to a person who is wnder the law and not under grace. For this, 
I must refer the reader to the Excursus upon this chapter.’ fs 


CHAP. VIII. 1—11. 


In the preceding chapter (vs. 7—25), the apostle has illustrated and enfor- 
ced the proposition made in7: 5, viz. that while in a carnal state, our sinful pas- 
sions are not only exercised, but they are even rendered more vigorous or en- 
ergetic by reason of the restraints which the divine law puts upon them; and 
consequently, that they ‘ bring forth fruit unto death.’ The law, then, being 
thus abused by our unholy inclinations and desires, and made the occasion of 
increasing our sin and enhancing our condemnation, can never be the means 
of our salvation or deliverance from that very penalty which itself pronounces 
on all transgressors. 

᾿ς The present chapter exhibits the antithesis of all this. Itis a commentary 
upon 7: 6, or at least an enlargement and illustration of the sentiment there 
exhibited. As v. 6 there, is the antithesis of v.5; so here, 8: 1—11 is the anti- 
thesis of 7: 7—25. 


(1) "Aga νῦν, now then, i. e. now agreeably to this. "4a is 
usually il/ative, but not always. It is so here, at least in part. But 
it does not stand connected with the next preceding sentence. The 
reader must go back beyond the illustration in 7: 725, to 7: 6 and 
7: 4, in order to find the connection of the ἄρα νῦν here. The 
course of the sentiment is thus: ‘Since ye have been absolved from 
your legal state, i. e. since ye have quit your hope of being sanctified 
and saved by the law, and have become united to Christ, in order 
that you may bring forth fruit unto God and serve him in newness of 
spirit, there is no condemnation to you in your present state.’ This 
of course implies, that there would have been condemnation to them, 
had they remained under the law. 

_ Οὐδὲν... -. κατάκριμα here means, of course, no condemnation 
which is to be carried into execution, no penalty actually to be in- 
flicted. 'The gospel condemns all sin either in believers or others, 
with even more strictness than the law (see Matt. V.); but under it, 
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ἃ way of pardon is provided, by which the condemned may obtain 
remission of the penalty that they have incurred. 

The reason why the apostle here mentions the subject of con- 
demnation, is, because he had just called the attention of the reader 
to it, by the exclamation: Zig μὲ δύσεται ἐκ TOU σώματος τοῦ ϑανά- 
του τούτου; Besides, sin and condemnation are inseparably connect- 
ed; and hence it is, that in v. 2 the apostle speaks of “ deliverance 
from sin and death,” by the power and grace of the gospel. The 
subject of death or condemnation is, however, merely secondary here ; 
for chaps. I—V. fully treat of this.--It is sanctification, and not 
justification, which as has been repeatedly remarked, is the main 
subject of discussion here. This is made quite plain, by vs. 3, seq. 

Τοῖς ἐν Χριστῷ ‘Jjoou, i. 6. to those who are truly and spiritu- 
ally united to Christ; comp. 2 Cor. 5: 17. Rom. 16: 7—11. Phil. 1: 
1. Erasmus rightly : Qui in Christo insiti sunt. The ground of 
this idiom, is the spiritual union which exists between the Head of the 
church and its members; comp. Eph. 5: 30. 1 Cor. 6:15. 12: 27. 
Eph. 4: 15, 16. John 17: 11, 2i, 23. 14: 20. 1 John 4: 13. 3: 94. 

| My nave... . πνεῦμα, is marked by Knapp as spurious, and is 
omitted by Mill, Semler, Bengel and Griesbach. Many critics re- 
gard it as being spurious. It is omitted in manuscripts C. Ὁ. F. G.; 
also in many versions and fathers. Only the last clause, however, 
i. 6. ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα; is omitted in manuscripts A. B.; also in the 
Vulgate, Syriac, and Armenian versions; likewise in Basil, Chrysostom, 
and many of the fathers. It is a matter of little or no importance whe- 
ther the words are received or rejected, either in whole or in part, so 
far as the sense of the whole passage is concerned. Besides, the 
very same words occur again in v. 4; which is the reason why many 
critics have supposed that they are not genuine here. But this argu- 
ment cannot be of much weight; or if it is, then we may as well 
prove the spuriousness of v. 4 by assuming that it is a mere repeti- 
tion of this, as the spuriousness of this by assuming it to be a repeti- 
tion of v. 4. On the whole it is quite clear, that there exists in the 
connection of the discourse here, no imperious reason for rejecting 
the clause in question. Only the external evidence makes the genu- 
ineness of it doubtful. εἴς j 

If the clause be retained, the sense of it is: ‘ Who do not live in 
such a manner as to gratify the desires of the flesh, but walk in such 
a manner as accords with the desires which the spirit imparts.’ The 
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whole clause is to be regarded as an epexegesis, added in order to 
characterize those who are in Christ Jesus. 

(2) Ὃ νόμος τοῦ πνεύματος x. τ. 4. The word νόμος here will 
be best understood by referring back to 7: 21, 23, 25, where, in vd- 
μον, ἕτερον νόμον, and νόμῳ ἁμαρτίας, the word means dictate (as 
we say), dominatio, jussum, preceptum. As νόμος ἁμαρτίας means, 
dictate of sin, so νόμος πνεύματος (the opposite of νόμιος auaorias) 
must mean, dictate of the Spirit, i.e. inclination resulting from the 
influences of the Spirit. 

TIvevparos τῆς ζωῆς ἐν Χριστῷ ᾿]ησοῦ, of the Spirit of life 
in Christ Jesus, i. 6. of the Spirit which imparts true, quickening, 
Christian influence, or a Christian disposition; comp. as to the influ- 
ences of the Spirit, vs. 9, 11 below; also 1 Cor. 2: 10, 12. 12: 4, 7, 
11. 2 Cor. 13: 13. That something different from the natural pow- 
ers or the natural conscience of men, is meant, seems to be quite 
plain, from comparing the antithesis here with what is asserted of the 
natural conscience in 7: 15—25. In this latter passage, we see how 
inefficacious natural conscience is, to control the passions and to free 
the sinner from the condemning sentence of God’s holy law. I take 
ζωῆς to be abstract for concrete, i. e. anoun designating quality and 
holding the place of an adjective ; the meaning of which is life-giv- 
ing, quickening. “Ev Χριστῷ ‘Jnoov means the same as in ν. 1. The 
sentiment then is this: ‘The dictate of, or the inclination imparted 
by, the Spirit, who quickens those that once were dead in trespasses 
and sins, and who are now united ina spiritual manner to Christ.’ 

This influence of the Spirit, Paul goes on to say, frees them from 
the law of sin and death. Here (as this is the antithesis of the for- 
mer clause of the verse) the law of sin and death means, the dictate 
[jussum or impetus] of sin which leads to death or condemnation. 
The apostle does not mean to say, that Christians who are under the 
influences of ‘the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus,’ are perfectly sin- 
less; but that they are freed from the predominating power of sinful 
inclinations, such as is described in the preceding chapter, vs. 7—25, 
and such as subjects them to the penalty of the divine law. More 
than this need not be attached to his words; and more than this 
cannot be properly attached to them, when the antithesis in the pre- 
ceding chapter is taken imto the account, or when facts themselves 
are regarded. 

(8) To γὰρ ἀδύνατον τοῦ νόμου, Sail that which the lon oa 
not effect, or that which was impossible for the law, viz. that which 
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the law of works could not effect or accomplish. Jug is prefixed to 
a clause, introduced for the sake of illustration or confirmation. 

"Ev ᾧ ἡσϑένει διὰ τῆς σαρκὸς, because it was weak through the 
Slesh, i. e. because, through the strength of our carnal inclinations 
and desires, it was unable to regulate our lives so that we should be 
perfect or entirely free from sin; comp. 7: 14—25. aoé here, as 
often elsewhere, designates carnal appetites or inclinations. 

What the law of works could not effect, 6 Pe0¢.... ἁμαρτίας, 
God sending his own Son in the likeness of our sinful flesh, i. 6. God, 
sending his Son, clothed with a body like that of corrupt and sinful 
men, i.e. with a fleshly or corporeal nature like to theirs, [did accom- 
plish]; comp. John 1: 14. Heb. 2: 14, 17. Phil. 2: 7. 1 John 4:2, 3. 
1 Tim. 3: 16. _The phrase ἐν o“0¢ea7e does not mean, as the Do- 
cetae construed it, merely an apparent likeness of human nature, 
and not arealone. That Jesus possessed a nature really and truly 
like our own, is established beyond all doubt by the passages above 
quoted, and others of the like tenor. Equally certain is it, that al-_ 
though he took on him the likeness of sinful flesh, yet he did not on 
that account become a sinner; see Heb. 4: 15. 2 Cor. 5: 21. Heb. 
7: 26. The amount therefore of the expression before us, is, that 
Christ participated in our fleshly nature, that he took on him such a 
physical nature as sinful men possess. , 

Kai περὶ ἁμαρτίας, ie. καὶ προσφορᾷ περὶ ἁμαρτίας, and by an 
offering for sin. ᾿““μαρτία itself, in Hebrew-Greek, often corresponds 
to MNUM, sin-offering. The phrase περὲ ἁμαρτίας appears here to 
be elliptical; the full form would be (as above) προσφορᾷ περὲ 
ἁμαρτίας, by an offering for sin. But the elliptical phrase πεέρὲ 
ἁμαρτίας, is frequently used instead of the entire one; comp. Heb. 
10: 18, with 10: 8, 6. Lev. 4: 3. Num. 8:8. Ps. 39:6 (Sept.). There 
can be no serious difficulty in regard to such an ellipsis. Moreover, 
that ἁμαρτία alone is sometimes used for sin-offering (MNWM), seems 
to be quite probable from 2 Cor. 5: 21, ἁμαρτίαν ἐποίησε" also Heb. 
9: 28, χωρὶς ἁμαρτίας. 

Katéxouve .... σαρκί, condemned sin in the flesh; 1. 6. con- 
demned the sin which fleshly appetites occasion, condemned our 
carnal appetites and desires. The word xatéxguve has occasioned 
much difficulty among critics. 'The reason why it is employed here, 
seems.to be, that the writer had just used xataxgeua inv. 1. The 
antithesis stands thus: ‘There is now no κατάκρέμα for Christians ; 
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but there is a κατάκριμα of their carnal appetites and desires;’ i. e. 
Christians are delivered from the penalty of death, but their sinful 
lusts are condemned to death or slain, in consequence of the provision 
made by Jesus Christ for their deliverance. This antithesis seems 
to have escaped the notice of most commentators; and thus much 
perplexity has attended the exegesis of xaréxguve. As to sin’s being 
put to death, condemned, or punished in Christians; comp. chap. 6: 
2—11, where the meaning of the writer is, not that sinners are pun- 
ished by inflicting on them the penalty of the law, but that the carnal 
mind is, by the grace of the gospel, mortified, subdued, crucified, and 
as it were put to death. This bears upon the point in question, and 
makes all plain. For what is the consequence of the xaréxguve 
ἁμαρτίαν here? Plainly, that Christians yield obedience to the di- 
vine precepts; ἵνα τὸ δικαίωμα x.t.4.,v.4. ΑΒ plainly, this is the 
direct consequence of their carnal affections being put to death, i. e. 
as it were, taken off by capital sentence or κατάκριμα, if 1 may so 
express it. _ All this is effected by the sin-offering of Christ, who 
came to save his people from the power as well as the penalty of sin. 

In looking back upon this verse, the reader will see that the first 
clause of it has no proper grammatical sequel, as there is no verb to 
govern τὸ ἀδύνατον, nor any to which it can be the subject or Nomi- 
native case. I take this to be one of those cases of anacoluthon in 
construction, in which the [Acc.] case absolute is employed ; comp. 
Luke 21: 6. 2 Cor. 12:17. The shape of the sentence would seem 
to be thus: ‘What the law could not do... .God condemned sin, 
sending his own Son, etc.;’ i. 6. what the law could not do, God [did; 
for] sending his own Son, he condemned sin, etc. If the Greek 
were filled out, it should probably be done in this manner: ZO γὰρ 
ἀδύνατον .... τῆς σαρκὸς, ὁ ϑεὸς [ἐποίησε 1 τὸν [yao] ἑ ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν 
κι τι. See Winsiy Gramm. δ 64. d. 

(4) To δικαίωμα τοῦ νόμου, the precept of the law. So in the 
Septuagint it is used to translate PM, NEw, and 41=7. Πληρωϑῇ 
ἐν ἡμῖν, might be accomplished or done ‘by Us; VIZ. ‘that we might be 

obedient, we who are no longer devoted to the lusts of the flesh, but 
are influenced and guided by the Spirit. 

Here, then, we have a view of the end which is accomplished by 
the death of Christ; not the only end, but one great end, viz. the 
sanctification of believers. ‘This is one of those passages, lad shews 
the whole drift of the discourse in chap. 7 and 8: 1—11. ᾿Εν ἡμῖν 
may be rendered by ws, or in us. In the latter case it would desig- 
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nate the internal spiritual influence of the death of Christ upon 
believers, inasmuch as it causes a conformity of spirit or heart to him.__ 

(5) Oi yao... . goovovowy, for they who are in a carnal state, 
have regard to carnal things. Tuo illustrantis. 

Oi dé .... πνεύματος, but they who are in a spiritual state, 
have regard to spiritual things. Comp. vs. 2 and 9—11. 

(6) To yao.... ϑάνατος, for the carnal mind is death. Tag illus- 
trantis again, where we might naturally expect δέ, However, I take 
v. 6 to be co-ordinate with v. 5, and the yao here to indicate an 
illustration of what is said in v. 4. The connection seems to be 
thus: ‘ The precepts of the law are obeyed by those who walk not 
after the flesh, but after the Spirit; but carnal men will not give heed 
to spiritual things, and their pursuits lead to death; while the spirit- 
ual mind, i. e. a mind conformed to the dictates of the Spirit, stands 
connected with life and peace; or life and peace, i. e. eternal hap- 
piness, are the consequence or fruits of it.’ This is not direct con- 
firmation of what is asserted in v. 4, but is an illustration of the 
condition there described, by shewing its connections and results, 
and also those of the opposite condition. 

(7) Next follows the ground or reason why this is and will be so. 
Avert... . εἰς ϑεόν, because the carnal mind is enmity toward G'od, 
i.e. is inimical to God, or (in plain terms) hates him, dislikes his 
precepts, his character, and his ways. So the sequel, τῷ yao x. τ. A. 
The abstract noun ἔχϑρα, is here used for the adjective ἐχϑρά (with 
accent on the ultimate), inimical, unfriendly. The proof that the 
sentiment just uttered is correct, follows in the next clause. 

Τῷ yao... . δύναται, for it is not subject to the law of God, nor 
indeed can be; i.e. it does not obey the precepts of God’s law, nor 
can it obey them. ‘The very nature of a carnal mind, is to gratify 
carnal and sinful desires, viz. those desires which the law of God_ 
prohibits. Of course, this mind or disposition, just so far as it pre- 
vails, leads to the very opposite of subjection to God’s law, fl 6. leads 
to disobedience. From its very nature, this cannot be otherwise. 

The first yao here, int yao νόμῳ, is γάρ illustrantis vel confir- 
mantis, i.e. it stands before a clause designed to illustrate and confirm 
the preceding declaration. If the carnal mind does not subject itself 
to the law of God, then it must be enmity to him; for his law is merely 
an expression of his will and character. A want of subjection, then, 
to this law, is a plain indication that the carnal mind dislikes it, i. e. 
haiesit. But why? The fact is plainly asserted; and the fact, as plain- 
ly, is evidence of what had been before asserted. But how shall the fact 
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be accounted for, viz. the fact that it is not subject to the law of God? 
The apostle gives the ground of it: οὐδὲ γὰρ δύναται,1. 6. οὐδὲ γὰρ δύ- 
νατᾶι ὑποταάσσεσϑαι κ- τ... Here then is a passage, on which the ad- 
vocates of metaphysical reasoning with respect to ability in men have 
speculated, and about which they have disputed, not a little. What is 
the cannot ?. One answers: Itis a will not; another, that it is to be 
literally understood, without any abatement. So Luther, de Servo 
Arbitrio ; and so many others. That the phrase stands in the way 
of Pelagianism, and indeed of all unqualified assertions of ability in 
the carnal man; at least, that it may be easily and naturally so con- 
strued ; it is not difficult to see. After all, however, nothing can be 
farther from correct principles of interpretation, than to suppose that 
the apostle had here any reference in his own mind to the psycholo- 
gical metaphysics of the present day. What the natural and physio- 
logical powers of the sinner are, is not here the subject of discussion. 
Thus much the writer appears to say, and no more, viz. that the 
φρόνημα σαρκός is not subject to God’s law, and cannot be subject 
to it. And is not this plainly and obviously true? So far as φρόνη- 
μα σαρκὸς goes, it is directly the opposite of subjection in its very 
nature. “How,” says Augustine (and much to the point), “can 
snow be warmed? For when it is melted and becomes warm, it is 
no longer snow.” And so it is with the carnal mind. Just so long 
as it exists, and in just such proportion as it exists, it is and will be 
enmity against God, and disobey his law. But whether the sinner 
who cherishes this φρόνημα σαρκός, is not actuated by other princi- 
ples also, and urged by other motives, and possessed of ability to turn 
from his evil ways—ability arising from other sources—does not seem 
to be satisfactorily determined by this expression. So much, how- 
ever, does seem to be decided by it, viz. that so long as this φρόνημα 
σαρκός is the predominant principle within him, so long he will 
continually disobey the law of God. Such a disposition is in itself 
utterly incompatible with obedience. 

(8) Οἱ 62... . δύνανται, those then who are in the flesh, cannot 
please God. The fasitihe δὲ creates a difficulty sei It seems to be 
‘employed in a sense analogous to that of yao or οὖν. One use of it is, 

to introduce clauses continuative of the narrative or reasoning, which 
clauses are at the same time ezplicative, either by adding some cir- 
‘cumstance, or by resuming a declaration before made, but now stated 
‘in somewhat different terms, etc.; comp. δέ in Rom. 8: 28. Mark 16: 
8. Acts 23:13. Rom. 3:22. 1 Cor. 10: 11. 15:56. James 2: 15. So 
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here, οἱ δὲ ἐν oagxi κ. τ. λ. is resuming the sentiment contained in 
τὸ φρόνημα τῆς σαρκὸς ἔχϑρα κ. τ. λ., and repeating it in another 
form. Moreover, this latter form has special reference to 7: 5, 18, 

But who are those that are ἐν ougxi? They are those, “‘ who are 
not led by the Spirit of God,” comp. vs.-9, 13, 14; who follow fleshly 
desires and appetites. In other words, all men who are not regene- 
rated or sanctified, who are in a natural state, are ἐν σαρκί, carnal, 
and therefore are influenced and guided by their carnal desires and 
affections; comp. John 3:6. 1 Cor. 2: 14. Eph. 2: 1—38. Col. 2: 13. 
Consequently, as may well be supposed, dem ἀρέσαν ov δύνανται, 
they cannot please God; i. e. while they live in such a state, and are 
led on by such carnal desires, they can do nothing which is pleasing 
to God. The οὐ δύνανται here is to be understood in the same way 
as the ov δύναται in the preceding verse. 

(9) The opposite character is now brought into view, in order to 
render the sentiment more striking. Ὑμεῖς dé... . ὑμῖν, but you 
are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, provided the Spirit of God 
dwells in you. The δὲ here is distinctive. If the Spirit of God 
dwells in any one, he cannot be in a carnal state; for the Spirit dwells 
in and guides only those, who are the sons of God (v.14), and there- 
fore his friends, v.17. Such cannot be at enmity with God. 

The πνεῦμα ϑεοῦ which is here mentioned, is the same as that to 
which the writer has all along referred. In the next verse it is called 
πνεῦμα Χριστοῦ. As to the dwelling of the Spirit in Christians, 
comp. 1 Cor. 3: 16, 17. 6: 19. 2 Cor. 6: 16; and with these texts 
comp. John 17: 23. 14: 23—26. 

Πνεῦμα «Χριστοῦ is the Spirit which Christ imparts, or the Spirit 
which makes us like to Christ. Either sense is good here. The 
first is perhaps the more probable meaning; at least a comparison 
with John 14: 15—18, 26. 15: 26, would seem to render it so. It is 
remarkable that in this short paragraph (vs. 9—11), πνεῦμα Χριστοῦ, 
“Χριστός, and τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ ἐγείραντος ‘/yooty (i.e. πνεῦμα ϑεοῦ 
-naroog), should be exchanged for each other, and plainly stand for 
one and the same thing. Is not this evidence, that the apostle saw 
and felt no inconsistency in speaking of Christ, and of the Spirit of 
God or of Christ, as im some respects distinct, and yet in-others, as 
constituting a unity of nature? There seems to me to be an entire 
simplicity in the mode in which Paul has treated this subject ; a sub- 
ject which has unhappily been made so complex and intricate, by 
the subtilties of the schools. The simple facts, that Christ and the 
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Spirit are divine, are one in nature with God, and yet in some respect 
distinct from the Father, seem to be the basis of the apostle’s lan- 
guage here and elsewhere; while all speculation on the subject, all 
attempts to make out nice distinctions or metaphysical definitions, 
are entirely neglected. Whenever the time shall come, that Chris- 
tians are content with simple facts relative to this great subject, much 
that has proved to be injurious to the prosperity of religion, will be 
done away. 

Οὐκ ἔχει, possesseth not; i.e. if the Spirit of Christ does not 
habitually dwell in and influence any one.—Ovx ἔστεν αὐτοῦ, he is 
not his, i.e. he is no Christian, he is not a true disciple or follower 
of Christ. The δὲ at the beginning of the clause is continuative, 
and should be translated now. 

(10) Ei δὲ Χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν, but if Christ be in you, i. e. if he 
dwell in you by his Spirit, if ye have the Spirit of Christ, if ye are 
habitually influenced by him in your lives and conversation. The 
δὲ here is adversative. 

To μὲν Opa... . δικαιοσύνη, the body indeed is mortified on 
account of sin, but the spirit lives on account of righteousness ; ἃ 
passage about. which (including v. 11) crities-have been-greatly-di- 
vided. There ‘are three methods in which it has been interpreted ; 
each of which must be briefly noticed. 

(a) νεκρὸν means spiritually dead, (as often ων and the 
general sentiment will then be: ‘If the Spirit of Christ dwell 
in you, then, although your bodies (i. 6. you) are spiritually dead, 
that is, are still the seat of diverse carnal affections and lusts (v. 10), 
yet you shall spiritually live; for the Spirit of him who raised up Je- 
sus from the dead will subdue these forbidden affections and desires, 
and gradually make you entirely conformed to his will, v.11’ To 
this effect, tain Erasmus, Piscator, Locke, C. Schmid, and 
others. 

The Demian made to this exegesis is, rae in v. 11 the apostle 
speaks of the quickening of those bodies which are @vyra, mortal, 
frail, dying ; an epithet that seems’ to be given to our frail, physical 
body as such, and not given to it merely as the corrupt seat of lusts. 
As it does not appear that.0v7z0¢ of itself ever has the same figura- 
tive sense which νεκρός often has, i. 6. morally dead or corrupt; so 
one might be prone to conclude, that ξωοποιήσεν in this case does’ 
not indicate the spiritual vivification which the exegesis already men-' 
tioned assigns to it, but rather the restoration of the body to life at 
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the period of the resurrection. 1 shall take further notice of this ex- 
egesis in the sequel. 

(6) Another class of interpreters explain thus: ‘The body is 
dead in respect to sin, i. 6. sin has no more power to excite its evil 
appetites and desires. The soul has, moreover, the principle of spir- 
itual life; and he who raised up Jesus will also give to your bodies 
{viz. at the resurrection], a new principle of spiritual life or anima- 
tion.’ So for substance, Origen, Theodoret, Clarius, Grotius, Ra- 
phel, Taylor, Melancthon, Bucer, and others. 

The objection to this is, that it renders it necessary to construe 
διὰ before the Accusative as meaning in respect to, in reference to. 
Moreover it destroys the antithesis in v. 10. It renders quite insipid, 
also, the antithesis between σῶμα vexoov in v. 10, and ζωοποιήσεν 
ra ϑνητά σώματα in v. 11. 

(c) Another method of interpreting the phrase in question is this: 
“The body must die [physically] because of sin ; but the spiritual 
part lives; and even the body itself will be made to live at the period 
of the resurrection; i. e. it will be raised up and become like 
Christ’s own glorious body.’ So Tholuck, Flatt, Calvin, Augustine, 
Beza, and others. i 

Understood in this way, the passage may be regarded as designed 
to foreclose an objection which might arise in the mind of some 
reader, who might ask: ‘ Are all the consequences of sin, then, re- 


moved by the death of Christ? ΤῸ this the apostle may be viewed ~ 


as replying, in the verses before us: ‘ No, not absolutely and entirely 


all. Natural death still remains. But a glorious resurrection will | 


follow this; so that in the end, all its consequences will be done 
away.’ 
The view which I entertain of the passage, agrees substantially 


with the first of the above interpretations. I understand σώμα νεκρόν. 


in v. 10, as not indicating [physical] death; nor yet as meaning death 
in the sense of being dead in trespasses and sins, i. e. destitute of 
spiritual life, or in a state of death or condemnation. I take it to be 
used in the same sense as ϑάνατος in 6: 4, 5; as expressing an idea 
exactly kindred with συνεσταυρώϑη and καταργηϑῇ τὸ σῶμα τῆς 
ἁμαρτίας, in 6:6; the same with ἀποϑανών in 6: 7; ἀπεθάνομεν 
in 6: 8; and νεκρούς in 6: 11. That the writer did connect 8: 10, 
11, in his own mind, with 6: 4—13, appears quite plain from his dic- 
tion and general course of thought. In 6: 12 he calls the body 
ϑνητόν, just as in 8: 11; and in the former passage he evidently 
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means to designate by it, a corporeal, material, perishable body ; 
which is also the sense, for substance, in 8: 11. 

But all the words above mentioned, in chap. VI., serve merely 
to characterize what we call the mortification [the putting to death] 
of the body, i. e. the subduing and mortifying our carnal desires and 
affections, which are cherished by, or originate from, the body. I un- 
derstand νεκρόν in 8: 10 (as I do νεκρούς in 6: 11), to designate this 
state or condition, viz. a state in which the old man is crucified, in 
which the carnal desires of the body are mortified and subdued. 
This exegesis has, at least, analogy on its side. 

Thus interpreted, the sentiment of the whole passage would run 
thus: ‘If the Spirit of Christ dwells in any one, his body is indeed 
dead on account of sin, i. e. the old man is crucified, or he undergoes 
mortification as to his bodily sinful appetites ; but his spirit is render- 
ed happy on account of righteousness, i. e. because of conformity to 
the requisitions of the gospel. Yea, if the Spirit of him who raised 
up Jesus from the dead, dwells in any man, that same Spirit will 
quicken, i. 6. impart life to, his mortal body,;’ in other words, he will 
not suffer it to remain a mere σώμα νέχρόν, but make it an instru- 
ment of righteousness (6: 12, 13, 19), and give it a power of being 
subservient to the glory of God. 

By degrees, the Christian “‘ brings under his body,” and keeps it 
in subjection. At first it is, as it were, crucifying the old man ; .but 
in the sequel, the grace of God makes conquest easy and even de- 
lightful. It is such a quickening of our bodies, a converting of them 
into “instruments of righteousness,” to which the apostle seems to 
me here to refer. One circumstance appears to be conclusive, in 
regard to this Pines which is, that the apostle here describes the 
Spirit which ‘ ‘quickens the bodies” of Christians, as being the Spirit 
which dwells in them, évocxovy ἐν ὑμῖν. Where is the resurrection 
at the last day, of our physical bodies, attributed to the sanctifying 
Spirit in believers? Very different is the statement in Col. 2: 12, 19, 
Eph. 1: 19, 20. 2: 5,6. Rom. 6: 4. It is, then, the Spirit who dwells 
in believers, that is to quicken them, in the sense which is here meant; 
and what can this be, except the one designated in 6: 12, 13, 191 

The body is often the occasion of sin and sorrow, it is a σῶμα 
@avacov. It requires to be mortified, and crucified. But the Spirit 
of God, in believers, by degrees brings them to yield their members 
as instruments of righteousness. Then is the old man, the body of 
sin, dead; and the body itself, like the spirit, is quickened in the 
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of God. Verse 13 seems clearly to indicate that the present 
passage is to be thus understood ; for there, τὰς πράξεις τοῦ σώματος 
ϑανατοῦτε appears plainly to convey the same meaning as σώμα 
vexoov. The object of the writer, as I apprehend it, is to shew 
Christians, that although mortification and self-denial must be prac- 
tised in order to subjugate carnal desires, yet even here they may 
expect relief in due time. Victory repeated becomes easier. The 
enemy, often vanquished, becomes weaker. 'The Spirit of Christ, in 


fine, brings the believer at last, fully and freely to dedicate all that he ἡ 


has and is to the service of his Lord and Master; so that no discour- 
agement should be felt, because the way is at first rough and difficult. 
It is a path which conducts to life. 

(11) Bi δὲ τὸ... ὑμῖν. The Spirit of him who raised up Jesus 
Srom the dead, is the Spirit of God the Father, or the Spirit of God ; 
comp. v. 9, also Col. 2: 12, 13. Eph. 1: 19, 20. 2:5, 6. Rom. 6: 4. 
Aé here is a continuative; εἰ δέ, if also, if moreover. Ζωοποιήσει, 
will give life to, will animate, i. e. will make them active instruments. 
Ae τὸ ἐνοικοῦν .. . . ὑμῖν, i.e. the same Spirit who dwells in you, 
will enable you to quicken the ϑνητὸν σῶμα or σῶμα ϑαναάτου, 
which now occasions so much pain and mortification, and to make it 
a willing instrument of righteousness. 


_ 


CHAP. VIII. 12—17. 


In the preceding verses, the apostle has consummated his argument to 


prove that Christians, who are under grace, are the only persons who possess - 


means adequate and ample, of living devoted to the service of God, and of 
renouncing sin and mortifying all their sinful desires. What those under the 
law could not do, God, sending his Son for a sin-offering, and pouring out his 
Spirit, and giving a filial and obedient temper of mind, has accomplished. The 


mind is thus filled with desires of conformity to Christ, and even the body, the _ 


seat of carnal appetites and sinful desires, will be so quickened as to become an’ 


instrument of righteousness. 

And what now follows? Just that which we should expect from an apostle 
so zealous of good works as Paul, and so grateful for the blessings of redemp- 
tion ; viz. an animated exhortation to live in a manner accordant with Chris- 
tian obligation, and a view of the consequences which will ensue, from the 
believer's being united to Christ. 


(12) “Agu otv.... ζῆν, therefore, brethren, we are not under 
obligation to the flesh, to live in a carnal manner ; i.e. since such a 
spirit is given to us, and we have such privileges, we must not obey 
the lusts of the flesh. - The manner of expression is what rhetoricians 
call λετότης, i. 6. where less is said than is meant. The writer means, 
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that we are bound not to obey the dictates of carnal appetites and 
desires. Ἵ 

(13) δἰ γὰρ... .. ἀποϑνήσκειν, for if ye live in a carnal manner, 
ye shall die; i.e. if ye live carnally, ye shall come under the penalty 
of the divine law, which threatens death to the soul that sins. See on 
ϑάνατος, in chap. 5: 12. 

Ei 62... ξήσεσϑε, but if, through the Spirit, ye mortify the 
deeds of the body, ye shall live; i.e. if, yielding to the influence of 
the Spirit which dwelleth in you, ye crucify the old man with his 
lusts, if you suppress those deeds to which your carnal affections 
would lead, then ye shall live, i. e. enjoy the spiritual blessedness 
which the gospel promises to the obedient. 

(14) The yao at the beginning of this verse, shews that what 
follows is illustration or confirmation of the declaration just made. 
The apostle has just said, that those who mortify their sinful appetites 
and desires, shall live, i. e. shall enjoy the happiness which the gospel 
proffers. What is the proof of this? One convincing evidence is, 
that such persons are led by the Spirit of God; consequently they 
must be the children of God; and if so, he will give them the portion 
which belongs to children, viz. the heavenly inheritance. Such is 
the course of:thought that follows in the sequel of γάρ, and such the 
confirmation of the promise implied in ζήσεσϑε. 

Ὅσοι yao... . ϑεοῦ, for so many as are led by the Spirit of 
God, they are the sons of God. That a special divine influence is 
here implied in ἄγονται, would seem to be plain; for if nothing but 
the simple‘means of moral suasion is employed in guiding the children 
of God, how do they differ from others, who enjoy the same means? 
If you say: ‘The difference is that the former obey the suasion, 
while the latter resist it;’ I answer: The fact is true; but then it 
does not reach the point of difficulty. How comes the one to obey 
the suasion, and the other to resist it? What is the first occasion of 
this?’ If you say: ‘A corrupt nature leads the impenitent to resist ;’ 
then I ask: Had not the regenerate the like corrupt nature, before 
their change? What then was the efficient cause, why one obeys and | 
the other disobeys?’ The passage before us ascribes it to the influ- 
ence of the Spirit of God. That this influence is special, follows 
from the fact, that if we suppose it to be common to all men, it would 

_ be difficult to account for it why all men are not converted. Since, 
however, the fact is that they are not, it would seem to follow that 
where they do become converted, the influence of the Spirit is special. 
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Yioi ϑεοῦ, sons of God, a term of endearment; comp. Matt 5: 
9, 45. Luke 6: 35. 20: 36. Rom. 8: 19. 2 Cor. 6: 18. Gal. 3: 26. 4 
7, et alib. comp. Hosea 11: 1. Ex. 4: 22, 23. 

(15) Οὐ yao... . εἰς φόβον, for ye have not received a servile 
spirit, that ye should again be afraid; i.e. ye have not the spirit of 
slaves, who being in bondage, are fearing and trembling before the 
dreaded severity of a master; in other words, ye are not, through 
fear of condemnation or death, all your life-time ἔνοχοι δουλείας, 
Heb. 2:15. Ig illustrantis et confirmantis. 

᾿“λλὰ..... ὃ πατήρ! but ye have received a filial spirit, by which 
we cry: Abba, Father! That is, instead of the timid, cowering spirit 
of slaves, who tremble before their masters, we are endowed with the 
spirit of children, so that we may approach God with affection and 
confidence. The word "4@fa is the Chaldee NX, sc. πατήρ! 
Augustine and Calvin think that the design of using both ᾿“ββὰ and 
ὃ πατήρ here, is, to shew that both Jews and Greeks, each in their 
own respective language, would call on God asa Father. But the 
objection to this is, that the same idiom is exhibited in Mark 14: 36 
and Gal. 4: 6, where such a distinction is out of question; at any rate, 
in the first of these two cases it is out of question. If 6 πατήρ here 
be designed for any thing more than a translation of "488, we may 
suppose the repetition to be designed for expressing intensity of child- 
like feeling, for this naturally prompts to a repetition of the name of 
aparent. So Theodoret. — | 

(16) Avro τὸ πνεῦμα... ϑεοῦ, this same Spirit testifies to our 
minds, that we are the children of God; i.e. (as many interpret the 
passage) this filial, confiding, affectionate spirit, imparted by the 
Spirit of God who dwells in us, affords satisfactory evidence to our 
minds that we are the children of God. «Συμμαρτυρεῖ here may mean 
no more than the simple verb μαρτυρέω" for so, beyond all doubt, 
συμμαρτυρέω is employed in Rom. 2: 15. 9:1, al. The sentiment 
of the passage thus construed, would be, that the affectionate spirit 
which the children of God possess, is an evidence to their minds of 
their standing in a filial relation to him. Zo πνεύματι ἡμῶν means, 
to our minds, animis nostris. On any ground of exegesis, this sense 
(for substance) is here to be attributed to this expression. 

There is, however, another method of interpreting this verse, 
_which makes αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα to mean the Spirit of God, the Spirit 

mentioned in vs. 9,14. This is certainly not an improbable exege- 
sis; and many distinguished interpreters have followed it. Very re- 
cently, Flatt and Tholuck have both defended it. 


—_ ι 


----....... 








‘6 


’ 


x 





324 ROMANS 8: 16, 17. 
- oe aol 











For a long time I was doubtful respecting this interpretation, and 
rather preferred the other. But repeated and attentive study of the 
whole passage in its connection, has of late brought me to a pretty 


full persuasion that αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα is the same as πνεῦμα ϑεοῦ in 


v.14. And if the question be urged, as it is natural that it should 
be; ‘How then does the Spirit bear witness to our minds or souls, 
that we are the children of God? The answer is, by imparting the 
spirit of adoption or a filial spirit to us. It is this, then, which af- 
fords the evidence to our minds of being in a state of filzation, 1. 6. 
of bearing the relation to God of spiritual children. And as this 
spirit comes from the Spirit of God, so he may be said, in this case, 
to bear witness, because he is the author of that spirit, which affords 
the evidence of our jfiliation. Those who adopt the first method of 
interpretation, refer αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα to the πνεῦμα υἱοϑεαίας of the 
preceding clause ; and compare this with vs. 26, 27, which they con- 
strue in the like way. 

That the world deny any such testimony in the hearts of be- 
levers, and that they look on it with scorn or treat it with derision, 
proves only that they are unacquainted with it; not that it is an illu- 
sion. It was a sensible and true remark of the French philosopher, 
Hemsterhuys, in’ regard to certain sensations which he was discus- 


sing: ‘Those who are so unhappy as never to have had such sen- © 


sations, either through weakness of the natural organ, or because 


they have never cultivated them, will not comprehend me.” Oeuvres, 


I. p. 208. Paul has, on another occasion, expressed himself relative 
to the point in question, with still more power: “ The natural man 
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness 
to him,” 1 Cor. 2: 14. 

(17) £e δὲ τέκνα x. τ. 4. 1. 6. if we sustain the relation of sons, 
then shall we be treated as such, i. 6. we shall be heirs. KAnoovomoe 
ϑεοῦ, heirs of God means, possessors of that inheritance which God 
bestows. 4é continuative—Xvyudnoovouor Χριστοῦ, joint heirs 
with Christ ; i. e. as Christ endured sufferings and was advanced to 
glory, in like manner shall we also be advanced to glory. We shalt 


be made like him, be united to him, be with him, in possession of — 


the heavenly inheritance. For the manner in which Christ obtained 
this heritage, see and comp. Phil. 2: 8, 9. Heb. 9: 9, 10. 5: 7—9; 
and for the comparison of believers to Christ, see 2 Tim. 2: 11, 12. 
Heb. 12: 2. Rev. 3: 21. John 17: 22—24. These texts oe 


explain the sequel of the verse, εἴπερ x. τ. λ. h 
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CHAP. VIII. 18—25. 


These verses constitute one of those passages, which the critics call loct 
veratissimi. The general object of the passage, however, cannot fail to be 
evident to every considerate reader. In v. 18 the apostle asserts, that. the suf- 
ferings of the present life are not worthy of any comparison with the glory which 
is to be revealed ; i. e. future glory is great beyond all comparison or expres- 
sion. Such is the proposition to be illustrated or confirmed. But how is this 
effected? I answer, that the theme being thus introduced by the apostle, he 
proceeds in the following manner: ‘ Now that such a glory is yet to be reveal- 
ed, (in other words, that there is a world of surpassing glory beyond the 
grave), the whole condition of things or rather of mankind, in the present 
world, abundantly proves. Here a frail and perishable nature serves to shew, 
that no stable source of happiness can be found on earth. From the commence- 
ment of the world down to the present time, it has always been thus. In the 
midst of the sufferings and sorrows, to which their earthly existence exposes 
them, mankind naturally look forward to another and better world, where 
happiness without alloy and without end may be enjoyed. Even Christians 
themselves, joyful as their hopes should make them, find themselves still com- 
pelled by sufferings and sorrows to sigh and groan, and to expect a state of real 
and permanent enjoyment only in heaven; so that they can only say, for the 
present, that they are saved, because they hope or expect salvation in another 
and better world. The very fact that here they, like all others around them, 
are in astate of trial, and that they only hope for glory, shews that the present 
fruition of it is not to be expected.’ 

The practical conclusion from all this the apostle now proceeds to draw, 
viz. ‘ that Christians, in the midst of sufferings and trials, ought not to faint or 
to be discouraged, inasmuch as a glory to be revealed isin prospect, which 
should make them regard their present temporary sufferings as altogether un- 
worthy to be accounted of.’ 


(18) Aoyifouar here means, I count, reckon, regard, estimate. 
The classical Greek writers employed this word rather in the sense 
of computing or reckoning, e. g. a sum of numbers, or of estimating 
a conclusion drawn from premises by the act of reasoning. 

It is difficult, at first sight, to account for the γάρ here, which, in 
nearly every instance where it is employed, (if not always and neces- 
sarily), has reference to a preceding sentiment, fact, etc. Here it 
seems to be merely a particle of transition. But, although I have: 
translated it as such, viz. by our word moreover, yet this word does 
not express the full force and design of the Greek particle. The 
apostle had said, in the preceding verse : “If we suffer with Christ, 


we shall also reign with him,” i. e. we shall be exalted with him to 


a state of happiness and glory. In reference to our suffering with 
Christ, he then goeson to say in v. 18, I regard not the sufferings, 
etc. Now as this passage was evidently suggested to the mind of the 
writer, by the συμπάσχομεν in the preceding verse, so γάρ intimates 
such a connection. Yet as the writer passes on, in verse 18 seq., to 
a new turn of thought, and a commentary as it were on the words 
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συμπάσχομεν and συνδοξασϑώμεν in verse 17, so γάρ in verse 18, 
also indicates a transition to something which may more fully illus- 
trate or explain these words. Jay explicantis sive illustrantis. 

That ‘this particle, in itself, should necessarily denote a connec- 
tion with what precedes, and at the same time serve as a convenient 


. particle of transition, shews well the nature of the Greek particles, 


and the exquisite relations of speech which they are employed to ex- 
press. Our English word moreover, is a tolerable translation of yao 
when employed in this way, inasmuch as it indicates that something 
had preceded, and also indicates transition. But the superior nature 
of the Greek γάρ is disclosed in this, viz. in indicating not simply 
that something had preceded, but that this was of such a nature that 
the sequel was designed to explain or illustrate it. 

"Παϑήματα τοῦ viv καιροῦ means suffering, such as Christians 
were then called to endure, or sufferings such as all men are exposed 
to endure, in the present life. The latter seems to be the preferable 
sense ; because the reasoning of the apostle, in the context, has re- 
spect not to time then present only, but to the whole period of the 
present life down to its close, when a glorious reward succeeds a life 
of sorrow. 

The latitude in which the Genitive case is employed should be 
noted from the phrase before us. The sufferings of the present time 


_ surely does not mean, the sufferings which time endures as the sub- 


ject of them, but those which Christians endure while they continue 
in the present world. The Genitive here, as often elsewhere, is the 
Genitivus temporis, i. e. it marks the time belonging to the noun 
which precedes it, the designation of which is intended to qualify 
that noun. 

Οὐχ ἄξια, non aequiparanda sunt, are not to be put on a level, or 
are not to be reputed, not to be counted or regarded. The first seems 
rather the more apposite sense; and then πρός, which follows in the 
construction, may be rendered in its usual sense, with. Butif the 
second sense be preferred, viz. reputed, regarded, then πρὸς has the 
sense of compared with, in comparison of. So this preposition is 


_ sometimes used; e. g. Ecclus. 25: 19, Every evil is small πρὸς κακίαν 


γυναικός, compared with the malignity of a woman. Joseph. cont. 
Apion. II. 22, All matter is worthless πρὸς εἰκόνα τὴν τούτου, com- 
pared with the image of this [god]. . 
The phrase τὴν μέλλουσαν δόξαν ἀποκαλυφϑῆναι, is equivalent 
to ἀποκαλυφϑησομένην. The Greek could use his regular future 
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without a helping verb; or he could, as here, use the verb μέλλω and 
the infinitive, instead of a regular future. The word δόξα, which 
here signifies future happiness, is used by the New Testament wri- 
ters in a sense quite different from the classic one ; which is, opinion, 
Same, reputation, etc. But the New Testament meaning of δόξα is 
borrowed from the Hebrew 3125 or 13%, splendor, magnificence, 
excellence. The idea of δόξα in the presence of God, seems to be 
founded upon being there in the light or splendor of his presence. 
Hence light is used so often in the Bible as the image of happiness. 
Hence too, we may see something of the plenary meaning which 
δόξα has, when used to describe a state of future happiness. In the 
present world, ‘“ eye hath not seen ;” but when another world bursts 
upon the vision of Christians, after death shall have rent away the 
veil of mortality, there, ‘in God’s light they will see light;’ there too, 
they shall enjoy “ everlasting light, for God will be their glory.” 

(19) Here we have another γάρ which sustains a relation to the 
preceding verse, like that which γάρ in v. 18 sustains to v.17. The 
apostle in v. 18 has introduced, as an object of attention, the glory 
which is to be revealed. ‘That there is such a glory he now proceeds 
to shew, or at least to adduce reasons why Christians should confi- 
dently expect it. 70, therefore, is in v. 19 prefixed to a clause ad- 
ded by way of confirming the sentiment of the preceding assertion. 

" Anoxagudoxia, earnest expectation, the German Ahndung. The 
etymology favours this meaning; for the word comes from ἀπὸ, and 
κάρα head, and δοκεύω to observe, look after. ‘The Etymologicum 
Magnum explains it by τῇ κεφαλῇ προβλέπεεν, to thrust forward the 
head and see, i. e. to look with anxiety or eagerness; like the Hebrew 
bbinnn. The same sense the word has in Phil. 1:20. Enrnesti 
observes, that the word is not intensive in the New Testament (Inst. 
Interpr. I. § 2); but in this he seems to be plainly mistaken, if we 
may judge either from the composition of the word itself, or from the 
nature of the passages in which it stands. 

' We come now to the principal word, on which very much of the 
difficulty of the passage before us turns, viz. xzéovg. In order to 
proceed in a satisfactory manner with the investigation of it, I shall 
consider, in the first place, its meaning in the other passages of the 
New Testament where it occurs, and as compared with the corre- 
sponding Hebrew words; and then, in the second place, I shall pro- 
pose and examine in order the various meanings which have been 


of 2 
ss 7 


+ 


328 ROMANS 8: 








dias 4 to ἴω word in this pie and endeavour to vee shat 
sense to which the preference seems to belong. 

I. In regard to the meaning of χτέσες, in all the other passages of 
the New Testament where it is found, excepting the one before us, 
they may be distributed into two classes ; viz. “μὰ 

1. It means the act of creation, creating. ss 

In such a sense it is generally conceded that it is employed in 
Mark 10: 6. 13: 19. Rom. 1: 20. 2 Pet. 3: 4. But the two first and 
the last of these significations might well be referred to No. 2, which 
follows. This is the proper and primary meaning of the word, ac- 
cording to the usual principles of the Greek language, in which words 
of this class commonly denote the act of doing any thing, they being 
what grammarians call nomina actionis. So in the Greek classics, 
the sense of making, constructing, building, creating, etc., is the one 
attached to this word. But in the majority of wsciteniiid in which 
κτίσις occurs in the New Testament, the meaning is different from 
this. 

2. It means creature, created thing, any prodae of creating 
power, creation as an existing thing. 

Such a deflexion from the primary meaning of a word, is very 
common, not only in the Greek, but in all other languages; the ab- 
stract (nomen actionis) passing, as grammarians say, into the « 
crete sense; i.e. the word which denoted action, being also use 1 to 
denote the consequences or effects of that action. So here, χτίσες, 
the act of creating, is more commonly employed in the New Testa- 
ment to signify the effects of this action, viz. a thing created, res 
creata. . 

But this second signification being in its own nature generic, is 
either used generically, or is also employed to designate any of the 
several species of meanings that may constitute a part of the generic 
one. 
(a) It is used in its generic sense, i. e. as meaning created things, 
creation, any created thing, in Rom. 1:25. 8:39. Col. 1:15. Heb. 4: 
13. Rev. 3: 14, perhaps also in Mark 10: 6. 13: 19, and 2 Pet. 3: 4. 
In a sense very nearly allied to this, it is used in Heb. 9: 11 to desig- 
nate the material creation as such, in distinction from the spiritual 
one. ‘This distinction, however, results rather from the exigency of 
the passage, and the distinction made here by the word ταύτης, than 
from the force of χσίσες. 

(Ὁ) Kztiovg is also used in a specific sense, and means the rational 
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creation, man, men, the world of mankind. 'Thus in Mark 16: 15, 
Go preach the gospel naon τῇ κτίσει, to all men, to every man. Col. 
1: 23, which [gospel] has been preached ἐν πάσῃ τῇ κτίσει, among all 

+ nations, or to every man. 1 Pet. 2: 13, Be subject then πάσῃ ἄνϑρω- 
πίνῃ κτίσει, to every man, to every human being, for the Lord’s sake, 
i. 6. out of regard to the Lord Christ. What the meaning of this is, 
the explanation immediately subjoined informs us; viz. εἴτε βασιλεῖ, 
ὡς ὑπερέχοντι" εἴτε ἡγεμόσιν, εἷς Ov αὐτοῦ κ. τ. λ.; 1. 6. ‘Be subject 
to every man placed in authority, whether he be a king who has pre- 
eminence, or a governor appointed,’ etc. ‘These examples make it 
clear, that κτίσις is employed to designate a specific class of created 
beings, as well as created things in general. 

(c) The word is sometimes employed in a more specific and 

, limited sense still, viz. to designate the new rational creation, those 
who are created anew in Christ Jesus, Christians. Such is the mean- 
ing in 2 Cor. 5: 17, If any one bein Christ, he is καινὴ χτίσις, a 
new creature. Gal. 6: 15, In Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor 
uncircumcision avails any thing, but καινὴ κτίσις. This rather 
seems to mean, a new-act of creating, 1. 6. the power of the Spirit in 
renovating the soul. But in both of these cases, the special meaning 
depends on καενή, rather than upon χτίσις. 

These are all the cases in which κτίσις occurs in the New Tes- 
tament, excepting those in the passage under examination. From 
these we gather the conclusion, that the usws loquendi allows us to 

assign to xziovg either of the three meanings ranked under no. 2, 
i. 6. it may be interpreted as meaning things created or the natural 
creation, men or mankind, or lastly, Christians. But this last mean- 

_ ing is made, as we have seen, Ἶ the addition of the epithet καινή. 

[have only to add here, as a confirmation of the above meanings 
assigned to xriovg, (which however are not altogether peculiar to the 
New Testament, see Judith 9: 12. 11: 14. Wisd. 2: 6. 16: 24. 19: 
6), that the Chaldee and the Rabbinic Hebrew coincide with the 
usage just exhibited. The words in these languages which corres- 
pond to κτίσις, are N79, NHB, TN7Z, 4293, which all mean 
creatio, creatura, res creata, i. e. the act of creating, and the thing 
created, just in the same way as xt/ovg does. Moreover, in Rabbi- 
nic Hebrew, the plural form mi3 sometimes means homines, men, 
specially the heathen. All this, we see, corresponds with the New Tes- _ 
tament use of χτίσες, and explains it when a reference to the Greek clas- 
sics would not. In regard to the last particular of all, viz. that ni “2 
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sometimes means the heathen, by way of degradation or contempt ; it 
is singular that we have adopted, into vulgar English, the very same 
meaning of the word creature, and applied it ina derogatory sense 
to human beings; 8. g. ‘ the creature refused to obey.’ . 

II. We have seen what meanings are assigned to xriovg bythe 
writers of the New Testament, and what belonged to the correspond- 
ing Chaldee and Hebrew words. Which of all these, now, shall be __ 


applied to xz/ovg in the passage before us? — 
That the reader may see how variously this question has been a 


swered, I will lay before him the different interpretations given to it. Ἢ 
δι 
. 
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These are, 1. The Angels. 2. The souls (the animating principle) — 
of the planetary worlds. 3. Adam and Eve, because they were the 
immediate work of creative power. 4. The souls of believers, in 
distinction from their bodies. 5. The bodies of believers, i. e. their 












dead bodies, in distinction from their souls. 6. Christians in ge - 
eral. 7. Christians in particular, i. 6. either Jewish Christians, or 
Gentile Christians. 8. Unconverted men in general. 9. Uncon- 
verted men in particular, i. e. either unconverted Jews, , ὙαΝ 
verted heathen. 10. The material creation, inanimate and animate, 
exclusive of rational beings. 11. The rational creation or men in 4, 
general, mankind. 
All these supposed meanings I have canvassed in an exegesis of 
vs. 18—25, printed in the Biblical Repository, Vol. I. p 
Pag I deem the first five too improbable to need discussion here ; 
therefore proceed with the others. ee 
The sixth and seventh opinions may both be ranked under ong ft 
head, viz. that of Christians. Can xriovg, then, here mean Chris- 
tians, either in general, or in particular? ι 
(a) The usus loquendi is wanting, to render this probable. T 
word tious in 2 Cor. 5: 17 and Gal. 6: 15, does not, as I have already 
remarked, of itself mean Christians. In both these cases it, is con- 
nected with xasv7. It is xavvy κτίσις, then, and this only, which 
‘usage authorizes us to believe is employed in order to designate 
Christians. This argument alone would render the exegesis in ques- 
tion doubtful. 
_ (δ) But we have another argument, which has been generally 
deemed a still more weighty one. This is, that in vs. 19, 21, the 
word χτίσις designates those who are distinguished from the children 
of God, and who belong not to such as are now entitled to their priv- 
ileges. But I cannot consider this argument to be so decisive as 
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lait, Tholuck, and others, think it to be. My reason is, that the 

expressions in vs. 19, 21, are not much unlike that in v. 23, where, 

beyond all doubt, Cliniotiits are represented as groaning within 

themselves and waiting for their filiation (υἱοϑεσίαν), i. 6. for the 

consequences of it, viz. the redemption of their bodies from their 

present, frail, painful, and dying state. I see not, therefore, but that 

_. it is quite possible, in itself considered, to suppose that in vs. 19, 21, 

> Christians may be represented as waiting for the glory which will be 

~Bivn to the children of God; although if v. 23 were struck out, 

the | expressions there might well be taken for antithetic ones; I 

- mean, that xréovg might, in such a case, naturally and well be under- 

ἄς = stood designate a class of men distinct from the viol τοῦ ϑεοῦ in 
v. 19, and from the τὸ τέχνα τοῦ ϑεοῦ in v. 21. 

(c) A more conclusive argument, however, is deducible from v. 

23, where viol τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες seems plainly 

to mean Christians, as I shall in due time endeavour to shew. Con- 

——: it is quite plain, that xzéov¢ in the preceding verses 

cannot mean hristians, because the class of men designated in v. 23, 

; is very clearly sii nome from the preceding class in vs. 19—21, 

‘ designated by κτίσις. 

2 the same ground, viz. that xz/ovg cannot be eee as mean- 
istians in general, it must be excluded from meaning Chris- 
n pat icular, i i. e. either Jewish Christians or Gentile Christians. 

How are these to be distinguished from “those who had the first-fruits. 
ὑπ the Spirit?’ Even supposing that ἀπαρχή means here special, 
iraculous gifts, (as some believe), we may ask: Were there no Jew- 
sh Christians who possessed these? Surely they above all others 
; ssessed them. But still, were there no Gentile Christians who 
~possessed‘them? ‘This will not be denied. If we look into the first 
epistle to the Corinthians, we find there a graphic account of the 
special gifts of the Spirit, which leaves no room to doubt that they 
were distributed to Gentile as well as to Jewish Christians. Still 
stronger is the argument, if we suppose (as I shall endeavour hereaf- 
ter to shew that we must suppose) ἀπαρχήν here to mean, the preli- 
bation, the foretaste, the earnest of future glory, which is common to 
all Christians. For as those who have this ἀπαρχήν, are here plainly 
and explicitly distinguished from those denominated xzéovg above ; 80, 
if these are Christians in general (as they clearly seem to be), it fol- 
lows that xziovg above is not used to designate Christians, either 
Christians in general, or Jewish or Gentile Christians in partic- 
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ular. Neither of these classes were distinguished from other’ Chris- 

tians, by the exclusive possession of miraculous gifts, or the ex- 

clusive possession of the earnest of the heavenly inheritance; and 

there seems, therefore, to be no ground for making a distinction 

of such a nature. It must necessarily follow, that if xr/ovg means 

either Jewish Christians, or Gentile Christians, as such, then this class 

of Christians did not partake of the ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος" for 

those who did partake of it, are clearly distinguished from those indi- 
cated by xréovg. But inasmuch as both these classes of Christians 

did partake of the gift in question, so neither of them can be desig- 
nated here by χτίέσις. 

I should not have dwelt so long on this head, had not such critics 
as Le Clerc, Nosselt, Schleusner, and others ΠΑΡᾺ nominis) de- 
fended the exegesis in question. 

The eighth and ninth opinions may also be classed under one 
head. These are, that xz/ovg means either unconverted men in gen- 
eral as such, or unconverted men in particular, viz. Jews, or Gentiles. 
In regard to the specific meaning here assigned to χτέσες, I cannot 
see any tolerable ground of support for it. Why should unconverted 
Jews be represented as peculiarly exposed to a frail and dying state? 
Or why should unconverted Gentiles be so represented? Surely 
there is no good reason for any distinction here, as all are equally 
exposed to the miseries of life. We cannot therefore admit the exe- 
gesis which here gives a specific meaning to xz/ovs, limiting it either 
to unconverted Jews or to unconverted Gentiles. 

More probable is the interpretation, which assigns to xtiovg the 
meaning of unconverted men in general. In this case, it is easy to 
make a plain and evident distinction between xz/ovg in vs. 19—22, | 
and οἱ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες in v. 23. Substantially 
I think this to be the right meaning. But I would not assign to it 
the signification simply of unconverted men. I apprehend the mean- 
ing to be the same as in Mark 16: 15. Col. 1: 23. 1 Pet. 2: 13, 1: 6. 
man, men, mankind in general. But of this, and of the objections 
urged against it, I shall say more in the sequel. . 

_ On the whole, then, we have reduced our multiplex interpreta- 


tions down to two, viz. the material creation in gencral, animate and. 


inanimate; and the rational creation, or mankind ἡ im general. These 
remain to be carefully examined. Critics of high rank and great 
abilities, are divided between these two interpretations. . 

- IT commence with the first of these two meanings, that of the ma- 
terial creation, the world in general, or the universe, exclusive of ra- 
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tional beings. This has had many defenders both in ancient and 
modern times. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Jerome, Ambrose, Luther, Koppe, Doddridge, Flatt, Tholuck, and a 
multitude of others have been its advocates. Flatt and Tholuck, in 
their recent commentaries, have collected all which has been said in 
its favour, besides advancing some things peculiar to themselves. 
What they have brought forward, deserves a serious examination. 

That xzéocg might be employed to indicate the natural creation 
around us, consisting of things animate and inanimate, may be seen 
by examining the wsus loquendi of the word under no. 2. a, ρ. 928 
above. On this part of the subject, there can be no just ground of 
controversy among philologists. But is it so employed in the passage 
before us? This is the only question that affords any room for dispute. 

Tholuck argues that it is so employed, from two sources ; first, 
from,the connection in which it stands, and the predicates which are 
assigned to it; and secondly, from both Jewish and Christian belief 
respecting the renewal of the natural world, at a future period. 

Under the first head of argument, he says, that the more usual 
meaning of κτίσις is the natural world. If he means by this to’aver, 
that the word has this signification in a majority of the instances in 
which it is employed in the New Testament, an inspection of p. 328, 
seq. above, will convince the reader that he is mistaken. But still, the 
fact that the word may very naturally, in itself considered, be em- 
ployed in such a way, I freely concede, and this I have already more 
than once intimated. 

His next argument is, that αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις in v. 21, indicates a de- 
scent from the noble to the ignoble part of creation. He means that 
αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις signifies as much as to say : ‘ Not only does the nobler 
part of creation long for a disclosure of the glory which is to be re- 
vealed, but even this inferior creation, of which I am now speaking, 
also longs for the period when this disclosure shall be made.’ 

The answer to this is, that such an exegesis of αὐτὴ τη κείσες 
would necessarily imply, that a higher and nobler xriovg had been 
already mentioned in the preceding context, with which this inferior 
one is now compared. Had such mention been made, there would be 
some ground for the remark of Tholiuck. But as there is no mention of 
any thing of this b ae I do not see how we can give a comparative 
sense to αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις. In order to do this, must not something 
have been mentioned, with which we may compare it? The expec- 
tation of the nobler part of creation, is first mentioned in v. 23, vio- 
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ϑεσίαν ἀπεχδεχόμενοι. The force of αὐτὴ τ κτίσις, I apprehend, 
must therefore be made out in another way. Paul had just said, 
ἢ κτίσις is made subject to a frail and perishing state (ματαιότητι), 
with the hope, i. e. in a condition or in circumstances in which it is 
permitted to hope, that καὶ αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις, even this very same crea 
ture may be freed, etc. Tholuck does.not seem to have noted, that 
the expression is not simply αὐτή, but καὶ αὐτή, which necessarily 
refers it to the preceding χτίσες, and means even the very same κτίσις, 
viz. the frail and perishing xr/ovg which had just been described, is 
still placed in a state in which it may indulge the hope of deliver- 
ance, etc. The force of χαὲ αὐτή, then, seems to consist in desig- 
nating that very same perishing κτίσις which the writer had just de- 
scribed, as being in a state to indulge a hope of obtaining freedom 
from this wretched condition. If this be correct, then its force does 
not consist in any implied comparison with a nobler χτέσες, which in- 
dulged the like hopes. 

‘A third reason of Tholuck for the signification which he here as- 
signs for κτίσις, is that in v. 22, πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις is mentioned. 

But why the apostle could not say πᾶσα ἡ κτίσες, if he meant the 
world of rational beings, just as well as he could if he meant the 
world of nature, Iam not aware; and more especially so, since in 
Mark 16: 15 and Col. 1: 23, this very expression is made use of 
(πάσῃ τῇ κτίσει---ν πάση τῇ κτίσει), in order to denote the univer- 
sality of the rational world. ; 

Finally, Tholuck avers, that the predicates ματαιότης and dov- 
λεία τῆς φϑορᾶς (vs. 20, 21) more naturally belong to the material 
creation. 

But this I cannot see. Above all, I cannot see it, when the apos- 
tle says, that the xriovg was made subject ματαιότητι, οὐχ ἑκοῦσα, 
not voluntarily, not of its own choice. Does this belong more natu- 
rally, then, to the material than the rational creation? Of which is 
choice more naturally predicated? Then again, is not ματαιότης, 
a frail and dying state, as easily and naturally to be predicated of 
men, as it is of the material world? And taken as a whole, is not 
the latter far less subject to waravorns than the race of men? Once 
more, is not δουλεία τῆς φϑορᾶς, the bondage of a mortal or per- 
ishing condition, as naturally predicated of men, as it is of the mate- 
rial world? Rather, is it not much more naturally applied to human | 
beings, than it is to the world in which they live ? 

None of the roasonin; then, assigned by Tholuck for the oxagelt 
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which he defends, that are drawn from the exigency of the passage, 
seem to be well grounded. So much is true, viz. that the usus lo- 
quendi, in itself considered, would admit the sense which he gives to 
κτίσις. But that the exigentia loci renders probable this ss 
does not seem in any good degree to be made out. 

We come, next, tothe second class of reasons assigned by Tho- 
luck in defence of his interpretation; viz. those derived from the 
Jewish and Christian belief respecting the ee of the natural 
world, at a future period. 

The passages 0 of 2g age ma ly relied ae are anf Pet 3: 7—12. 
Rev. 21: 1. Is. 11: °C Sei 65 : 17, Seq. i Heb. 12: 26, seq. Hints of 
the same doctrine are supposed to is contained in Matt. 13: 38, seq. 
19: 28, and Acts 3: 21. Brief suggestions respecting passages of 
such a nature, are all which any reader will here expect ~ 

All the force of argument from these and the like passages, 
must rest on a /iteral interpretation of them. But how can pas- . 
sages of this nature be urged as having a literal meaning, after 
reading Rev. chap. xx1. and 22: 1—5? Or if this does not satisfy 
the mind, then compare passages of a similar nature, viz. those 
which have respect to the Messiah’s kingdom on earth, his spir- 
itual kingdom before the end of time, and during the gathering in 
of his saints. What immeasurable absurdities and contradictions 
must be involved in a literal exegesis here! For example; from Is. 
2: 1—4 and Micah 4: 1—3, one might prove that in the time of the 
Messiah, the temple of the Lord is to be built on a mountain, placed 
upon the top of the highest mounfains any where to be found, and 
that there all the nations of the earth will assemble to offer their de- 
votions. Is. 11: 6—9 would prove that all the brute creation are to 
experience an absolute change of their very nature ; the lion is to eat 
straw like the ox; the asp and the cockatrice are no more to retain 
their venomous power. Is. 9: 7 would prove, that the literal throne 
of David is to be occupied by the Messiah, and that he is to rule in 
his capacity as literal king, without intermission, and without end. 
Is. 25: 6—8 would prove, that a feast of fat things and of rich wines 
is to be made for all nations, and that all suffering and sorrow and 
death are to be abolished. Is. 35: 1—10 would prove that the deserts 
of the earth are to be filled with living streams and exuberant herbage 
and trees, and that all the ransomed of the Lord are to repair to the 
literal mount Zion, where they will have uninterrupted and everlast- 
ing pleasure. Is, 43: 18—21 would prove the same thing respecting 
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the deserts; and also that the beasts of the field, the dragons, and the 
owls, shal] be among the worshippers of God. Is. 55: 1—13 would 
‘prove, not only that wine and milk are to be had, in the days of the 
Messiah, without money and without price, but that the mountains 
and the hills will break forth into singing, and all the trees of the 
field shall clap their hands! Is. 60: 15—22 would prove that Israel 
is to feed on the milk of the Gentiles, and to be nourished by the 
breasts of kings ; and also that there will be no sun by day, nor moon 
by night, but God himself, by his own splendor, is to make their 
everlasting light, so that no more night will ever be known. (The 
very same things are said respecting the new Jerusalem, in Rev. 2]: 
23; are they literal there?) Is. 66: 22—24 would prove, that all 
nations are to come, from one new moon to another, and from one 
sabbath to another, and worship before the Lord in Jerusalem. 
Why now are not such passages just as reasonably construed in a 
literal manner, as those which have respect to the kingdom of God 
after the general resurrection? Must it not be true, that in its very 
nature this kingdom will be still more spiritual, than that of the Mes- 
siah during its preparatory or disciplinary state? This will not be 
denied. Is there not reason a fortiori, then, why we should under- 
stand the language respecting this kingdom as figurative; in just the 
same manner as we are obliged to do, with regard to all the descrip- 
tions in the Bible of the heavenly world? Nay, I may add, that the 
idea of Flatt, Tholuck, and many others, about a renewed earth 
becoming the literal abode of the blessed, after the resurrection, 
is directly at variance with other declarations of the Seriptures. 
Paul represents Christians at the general resurrection as caught up 
to meet the Lord in the air, i. e. as ascending to heaven, and as so, 
being ever with the Lord, viz. in heaven, 1 Thess. 4: 17. So all the 
Bible; believers are to dwell with God, to be with him, to see his | 
face, to enjoy his presence, to stand at his right hand. The apostle 
Paul says, that at the resurrection this mortal will put on immortality, 
that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, that this 
natural body is to become a spiritual body, and be made like unto 
-Christ’s glorified body, 1 Cor. 15: 44, 50, 53; and all this, that saints 
may be glorified with Christ. But where is Christ’s body? And 
where does he dwell? And where do believers go, when they are 
“absent from the body,” in order that they may be “present with | 
‘the Lord ?” Our Saviour represents the saints at the resurrection, 
as becoming incapable of all earthly pleasures, and as being made 
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like to the angels of God in heaven, Matt. 22: 29, 30. And must we 
believe, after all this, that the present earth, when it has undergone 
an emendation, is still to be the abode of spiritual bodies, of saints 
made like to their Lord and Redeemer? Believe it who may, J must 
first see all these and the like texts blotted out from the Bible; nay, 
my whole views respecting the very nature of future happiness must 
undergo an entire transformation, as great as the earth itself is sup- 
posed by the writers in question to undergo, before I can admit such 
an exegesis as they defend. It contradicts analogy ; it contradicts 
the nature of the case; it contradicts the express declarations of the 
Saviour and of his apostles. 

I have a difficulty, also, as to the logical commentary of the pas- 
sage, provided we adopt the interpretation defended by Tholuck. ‘Let 
us examine this for a moment. The apostle begins by saying, that 
present afflictions should not be laid to heart by Christians, because 
of the future glory which is reserved for them. What now is de- 
manded, in order that this should be believed, and that Christians 
should regulate their thoughts and conduct by it? Why plainly 
nothing more is required, than that they should cherish a confirmed 
belief of it, a steadfast hope that such glory will be bestowed. Such 
is the conclusion in v. 25. But how is this hope to be animated and 
supported? Plainly by considerations which add to the assurance, 
that future glory is in prospect. And what are these? They are, 
that God has enstamped on our very nature the desire of such a state ; 
he has placed us in such a frail and dying condition, that the whole 
human race naturally and instinctively look to such a state and hope 
for it. The present is manifestly a state of trial; even Christians, 
who have the earnest of future glory within themselves, are not ex- 
empt from this. But the very fact that we are in a gtate of trial and 
probation, naturally points to an end or result of this. And what is 
such an end, but a state of future happiness? for here, happiness i in 
a higher sense is not to be attained. } 

But suppose now that the material world is that which sighs after 
and hopes for deliverance from its present frail and perishable state ; 
has this a direct bearing on the subject in question? The answer 
must be in the negative; so thought Turretin, as his notes most 
clearly shew. But then it may be said, that it has a bearing upon 
it by way of implication; because the renovation of the material 
world is necessarily connected with the future happiness of the saints. 
In this point of view, I acknowledge it would not be irrelevant. But 
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is not this less direct, less forcible, less convincing, than the appeal 
to the wants and desires of which every human breast is conscious ? 
Of two modes of exegesis, either of which is possible, I must prefer 
that which imparts the most life and energy to the reasoning and 
argument of the writer. Ν 

I have another substantial difficulty with the interpretation under 
examination. It is this; if χτίσες means the material or natural. 
world, on the one hand, and αὐτοὶ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος 
ἔχοντες means Christians on the other, (which Tholuck and Flatt 
both avow), then here is a Jacuna which cannot well be imagined or 
accounted for. Christians are subject to a frail and dying state, but 
are looking for a better one; and the natural world is in the same 
circumstances ; but the world of men in general, the world of rational 
beings who are not regenerate, have no concern or interest in all 
this; they are not even mentioned. Can it be supposed now, that 
the apostle has made such an important, unspeakably important, 
omission as this, in such a discourse and in such a connection? The 
natural, physical world brought into the account, but the world of 
perishing-men left out! I must have confirmation “strong as proof 
from holy writ,” to make me adopt an interpretation that offers such 
a manifest incongruity. 

Such are my reasons for not regarding as weighty, the arguments 
offered by the advocates of the interpretation I am examining ; and 
such are my positive grounds for rejecting it. 

I come, at last, to the interpretation which I have supposed above 
to be the correct and proper one, viz. that χτίσες most probably means 
men, mankind in general, as stated on p. 328 above, no. 2. 6. That 
such an interpretation is agreeable to the usus loquendi, is clear from 
the statement there made. It only remains then to inquire, whether 
it accords with the nature of the passage in which the word stands, 
and whether it can be vindicated from the objections made to it. 

As to its accordance with the nature of the passage, and with the 
argument which the writer purposes to employ, I must refer the 
reader (in order to save repetition) to my general statement of the 
meaning of the passage on p. 325 above, and also to p. 337, where I 
have had occasion briefly to recapitulate the same thing, in order to 
compare this statement with the claims made by a different exegesis. 
τ It remains, then, only that I take some notice of the objections 
urged against this interpretation. Flatt has done most justice to the 

‘objections; and I shall therefore first examine the arguments 





* 


ROMANS 8: 19. 339 


1. ‘ Kréovg in vs. 19—2I1, is distinguished from viol ϑεοῦ. How 
then can it mean all men, of which υἱοὶ ov constitute a part” 

The answer to this is, that there is not an antithesis here of xti- 
σις to viol ϑεοῦ, (which the objection assumes), but only a distinction 
of species from genus. ‘Mankind,’ says the apostle, i.e. men in 
general, ‘have always been in a frail and dying state, have felt this, 
and have longed after a higher and better state.’ In v. 23 he goes 
on to say: ‘Even those whom one might expect to be exempt from 
this, i. e. Christians themselves who already have an earnest of future 
glory, have not been exempt from such a condition.’ Here is indeed 
a distinction, but no antithesis. In fact, the nature of the case does 
not admit antithesis; for both the xréovg and of τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ 
πνεύματος ἔχοντες, are partakers of the same frail and dying state. 
The distinction therefore is of a different nature from that of antithe- 
sis. It is made, I apprehend, in the manner stated above. 

2. ‘How could the apostle represent κτίσος in this sense, i. 6. 
heathen men and all unconverted men, as seeking and sighing after 
the liberty of the children of God, when he every where avers that 

‘they are estranged from God, and at enmity with him, and are igno- 
rant of the things of the Spirit ? 

But here the argumentum ad hominem may be applied to good 
purpose. How could the apostle represent the natural or inanimate 
creation as longing after such a happiness, or any other like to it? 
You reply: ‘It is a prosopopeia.’ It is so, truly, if you interpret it 
rightly ; and personification of the boldest kind, so bold that I know 
not how we can admit it, while it has so much of incongruity in it. | 

I quit this part of the subject, however, and proceed. Is there 
not, in the human breast, a longing and sighing after immortality ? 
Hear Cicero, who puts these words into the mouth of Cato, when 
speaking of Elysium: “Ὁ praeclarum diem, cum ad illud divinorum 
animorum concilium coetumque proficiscar, cumque ex hac turba et 
colluvione discedam! Proficiscar enim, non ad eos solum viros, de 
quibus ante dixi; verum etiam ad Catonem meum, quo nemo’ vir 
melior natus est, nemo pietate praestantior ; De Senectute. Listen 
also to Seneca: ‘‘ Juvabat de aeternitate animorum quaerere, imo 
mehercule credere. Credebam enim facile opinionibus magnorum 
virorum, rem gratissimam promittentium, magis quam probantium. 
Dabam me spei tantae.” In other passages the same writer descants 
upon the meanness of affairs pertaining to the present life, unless 
one rises in his views above human objects. “Sic creatura,” adds 
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Turretin, to whom I am indebted for these quotations, “sic creatura 
abhorrebat a vanitate cui subjecta est. Sic sperabat se aliquando a 
servitute illa liberatum iri;’’ Opp. II. 361. 

Who can refuse to see~how applicable all this is to our present 
purpose? ‘Tholuck and Flatt would themselves say, that this sighing 
after immortality is one of the most convincing of all arguments, that 
men are truly immortal. Does not the fact, that all nations have had 
their Elysium, establish the allegation that such a longing is innate, 
i. 6. pertaining to our rational nature? Or if this be questioned, is it 
not certain, that the present unsatisfying, frail, dying condition of the 
human race, does lead them to feel their need of a better state, and 
to sigh after it? 

This does not prove, indeed, that they long for the heaven of the 
Christian, principally as a place of purity and freedom from all sin. 
That they have specific views of this, and desires after it, is not true; 
and if they had, we could not suppose them to desire it in respect to 
its holiness. But it is not necessary to suppose this, in reference to 
the object of the apostle’s argument. It is not a specific view of 
heaven simply as a place of purity and holiness, which he here repre- 
sents Christians themselves as entertaining ; for in v. 23, he adverts 
to them as hoping for the redemption of their bodies, i. e. an exemp- 
tion from the pains and sufferings to which their frail bodies are con- 
tinually exposed. May not the unconverted long to be delivered from 
suffering and sorrow? Do they not, in this respect, desire future hap- 
piness? I acknowledge that they are unwilling to employ the proper 
means of obtaining it; and that there are actually, as the Christian 
revelation holds it up to view, things in it which would not of them- ᾿ 
selves be at all desirable to the unconverted; but do they not, after 
all, in some definite and important sense, hope and wish for another 
and better world? This will not be denied, after reading the above 
extracts from Cicero and Seneca ; and this being admitted, it is all 
which the apostle’s argument here demands. 

What he means to say, I take to be in substance this: ‘ The very 
nature and condition of the human race point to a future state; they 
declare that this is an imperfect, frail, dying, unhappy state; that 
man does not, and cannot, attain the end of his being here; and even 
Christians, supported as they are by the earnest of future glory, still. 
find themselves obliged to sympathize with all others in these suffer- 
ings, § sorrows, and deferred hopes.’ υ 

owledge that if one insists on construing the riecebatibia of \ 
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the sons of God, and the glorious liberty of the children of God, as 
being so specific that they cannot be predicated of the hopes of the 
world at large, he may make difficulty with the exegesis which I am 
defending. So Flatt and Tholuck have done. But how should they 
both have overlooked the fact, that this same rigid interpretation ap- 
plied to their own mode of construing xt/ovs, makes a difficulty still 
greater? For in what possible sense can the natural world be hoping 
for, or expecting the glorious liberty of the children of God? I mean, 
if these expressions be interpreted, (as they in making their objections 
insist that they must be), in their specific and rigid sense. 

If there be any difficulty here, then, it is evidently less on the 
ground which I take, than on the other. It is not enough to make 
objections to a particular mode of interpretation; but one should 
shew that his own is not liable to objections still greater. And sure- 
ly it must be deemed a greater difficulty, to represent the natural 
world as expecting the glorious liberty of the children of God, than 
it is to suppose that immortal beings, made in the image of God, and 
made sensible of the insufficiency of the present world to render 
them happy, should anxiously look for another and better state. It 
is not necessary for the apostle’s argument, to shew that they look for 
this in the way that Christianity would direct them to do, nor even 
that they have any good grounds in their present state to expect per- 
sonally a happier condition in future. If even the wicked, who love 
this world, are not satisfied with it, and are made to sigh after ano- 
ther and more perfect state, then follows what the apostle has de- 
signed to urge, viz. the conclusion that God has strongly impressed 
on our whole race, the conviction that there is a better state, and that 
it is highly needed. 


The ground which Noesselt and others take respecting xziovc, 
viz. that it means Christians in general, would indeed free the whole 


passage from any objections of the kind under consideration, inas- 
much as they might be said, without any limitation, to expect the reve- 
lation of the sons of God. But this interpretation is pressed with 
other insuperable difficulties, as has already been stated. It makes 
no distinction between χεέσες and viol ϑεοῦ or τέκνα ϑεοῦ in vs. 19, 
21, when the writer has plainly made one; and then it understands 
αὐτοὶ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες of the apostles only, or 
such Christians as were endowed with miraculous gifts; which can 
not, in any tolerable manner, be defended. 

I come then, by virtue of such considerations as have been sug~ 
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gested, to prefer the interpretation which assigns to xziovg the sense 
of mankind, men in general, to any other of the proposed methods of 
explanation. But in so doing, I do not aver that there are no difficul- 
ties in the way, or that an ingenious critic can raise none. This 
is not the question. The more proper question is, whether the 
difficulties that lie in the way of this interpretation, are not less 
than those which can be thrown in the way of any of the other 
methods which have been discussed? I can only say, that they 
seem to me clearly to be less; and therefore I feel compelled to em- 
brace this exegesis, until a more probable one is proposed. It has 
been defended by Lightfoot, Locke, J. A. Turretin, Semler, Rosen- 
miller, Ammon, Usteri, Keil, and many others. This indeed is in 
itself no reason for receiving it; but it shews, at least, that the diffi- 
culties attending it have not been regarded as insuperable, by men 
of very different theological views, and of no small attainments. 

Τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν τῶν υἱῶν τοῦ ϑεοῦ ἀπεκδέχεται, expects, or 
waits for the revelation of the sons of God; i.e. the period when the 
sons of God, in their true state, endowed with all their honors and 
privileges, shall be fully disclosed. This will be at the general judg- 
ment ; when the Father who seeth in secret will reward them openly. 
Here they are in obscurity ; the world knoweth them not. They are 
like to the seven thousand of old, who had not bowed the knee to 
Baal, but who were not known even to the prophet Elijah. How- 
ever, it will not always be so. The day is coming, when they will 
shine forth as the sun in his strength, and as the stars forever and 
ever, in the kingdom of their God and Father. 

In what sense the κτίσις ἀπεκδέχεται, expects or waits for such 
a revelation, has been already stated, more than once, in the preced- 
ing pages, and therefore it needs not to be here repeated. I take 
the generic idea of future happiness to be the main design of the 
writer in this case, although the special import of the Νὰ σαι 
goes, as I have intimated before, much farther. 

(20) Τῇ γὰρ worasornte ἡ κτίσις ὑπετάγη, for the creature, i.e. 
- mankind, was subject to a frail and dying state. That ματαιότης 
here has the sense thus assigned to it, is clear from the epexegesis of 
it in v. 21, viz. δουλεία τῆς φϑορᾶς, which is there used instead of 
repeating ματαιότης. Such as wish for further confirmation as to 
this sense of the word, may consult in the Sept. Ps. 61: 9. a 5. 
Ecc. 1: 2, 14. 

As the Heb. 53% vanity, to'which ματαιότης in the a 
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corresponds, sometimes designates an idol; so some commentators 
have here interpreted ματαιότης in a corresponding manner, viz. 
mankind became subjected to idolatry, or the natural world was em- 
ployed as the object of idolatry. So Tertullian, Luther, Mark, 
Baumgarten, and others. Consequently they interpreted the suc- 
. ceeding clause, not voluntarily, but through him who subjected it, as 
having reference either to Satan, or to Adam as concerned in the 
original fall of man. But δουλεία τῆς φϑορᾶς, v. 21, seems to re- 
move all probability of this interpretation of ματαιότης" and of 
course ὑποτάξαντα can be applied only to God the Creator of man. 
Compare Gen. 3: 17—19. ; 

Οὐχ ἑκοῦσα, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸν ὑποτάξαντα, not voluntarily, but by 
him who put it in subjection, viz. to a frail and dying state. That 
is, the creature did not voluntarily choose its present condition of 
sorrow and pain, for this cannot well be imagined ; but God the Cre- 
ator has placed it in this condition; it is by his sovereign will, by 
the arrangements of his holy providence, that man is placed in a frail 
and dying state. But this is not to be considered as an irretrievable 
misfortune or evil. Distressing and frail as the condition of man is, 
it is still a state of hope. So we are assured in the next verse. 

(21) ‘En’ ἐλπίδι, in hope. Here the Dative designates the state 
or condition in which the xz/ovg is, although subjected to parasdryte. 
It is a state in which a hope of deliverance can be indulged. It is 
not a state of despair. 

Let the reader now ask, whether it is not doing violence to the 
word κτίσος, to construe it here as meaning natural world, and then 
_ to predicate of it, ἑκοῦσα and ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι 7 It would be an example 
of prosopopeia, which I believe even’ the most animated poetical 
parts of the Scriptures no where present. 

But what is the hope in which the creature is permitted to in- 
dulge? It is, 0ze καὶ αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις ἐλευϑερωϑήσεται ἀπὸ τῆς δου- 
λείας τῆς φϑορᾶς, that this very same creature, viz. the one which is 
subjected to a frail and dying state, shall be freed from the bondage of 
a perishing condition. Φϑορά comes from φϑείρω, to corrupt, ἐσ 
destroy. Here it plainly means a state of corruption, i. 6. a frail and 
dying state. Such a state the apostle calls δουλεία, bondage; first, 
_ because the creature was not willingly subjected to it; secondly, be- 
cause it is not only a state of pain and misery, but it places us at the 
disposal of masters, who inflict upon us suffering and sorrow while 
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we cannot resist or control them. The word ἐλευϑερωϑήσεται is 
fitly chosen as the antithetic correlate of δουλεία. 

Eig. τὴν ἐλευϑερίαν τῆς δόξης τῶν τέκνων tov ϑεοῦ, [and shall 
be introduced, καὶ εἰσαχϑήσεται] into the glorious liberty of the chil- 
dren of Giod. tg, put before the Accusative here, shews the state 
into which the creature is to be brought, after being freed from bon- 
dage; 1. 6. εἰς stands before the object unto which the creature is to 
attain, by being delivered from the bondage of a frail and dying state. 
That εἰς very often stands before nouns designating the event or 
effect of any thing, is a well known Greek idiom; and the proofs of it 
may be seen at large in the various lexicons. The phrase, however, I 
take here to be ἃ constructio pregnans, as the grammarians Call it, i. 6. 
an elliptical expression, which implies some verb before it, and proba- 
bly the one which I have supplied above. o&a here is used as an 
adjective, qualifying the preceding noun, by an idiom which is very 
common throughout the Scriptures. In what sense men in general 
may be said to hope for this state, has been already explained above. 
If there be any objection to predicate this of men in general, is there 
not a still stronger one to predicating it of the natural world? 

Verses 20, 21, thus explained, render a reason why the creature 
looks with ἀποκαραδοκία to another and better state; which is, be- 
cause men are born with an instinctive, unquenchable thirst for hap- 
piness, and cannot find what they desire, in this frail and perishing 
condition. This explains the reason why γάρ is prefixed to v. 21; 
“γάρ orationi rationem reddenti praefigitur.” 

(22) Οἴδαμεν γὰρ, ὅτι πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις συστενάζεν καὶ συνωδίνευ 
ayou τοῦ νῦν, for we know that every creature, i.e. the whole human 
race, has sighed and sorrowed together, until the present time. In 
other words, it has been the lot of man, from the beginning down 
to the present time, to be subject to a frail and dying state, which 
-has cost much sighing and sorrow. The force of οἴδαμεν is, no one 
can have any doubt, we are all assured, no one will call it in question. 
Of course it seems to take for granted, that’ the thing to which it 
refers is well and familiarly known to all. But suppose, now, that 
the natural world is here represented as sighing and sorrowing, from 
the beginning of the world down to the time then present, and this 
because it waited for its renovation, which will take place only at the 
end of the world, or after the general resurrection ; was this a thing 
so familiar to all, that the apostle could appeal to it by saying οἴδα- 
μὲν 1 cannot but think, that the advocates themselves of this in- 
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terpretation must hesitate here. 70 is prefixed, in the present case, 
to aclause which confirms what the writer had said, in v. 21, of our 
frail and dying state; “γάρ illustrantis sive explicantis.” 

The verbs συστενάζει and συνωδίνεν denote the mutual and uni- 
versal sighing and sorrowing of mankind. No one part is exempt; 
there is a mutual correspondence betweeen them all, in regard to the 
subject in question. Those who construe xtéovg of the natural world, 
of course lay an emphasis on the σύν here compounded with the 
verbs, as indicating the correspondence of the natural world with the 
rational one. But the difficulty with this interpretation is, that it 
leaves a great part of rational beings wholly out of the account; a 
thing exceedingly incredible. 

(23) And not only so, but we ourselves who have the first fruits of 
the Spirit, even we groan within ourselves; i.e. not only have man- 
kind in all ages, down to the present hour, been in a frail and suffer- 
ing state, but even we, who are permitted to cherish the hopes of a 
better world which the gospel -inspires, we who have within us an 
earnest of future glory, a pledge that we are the children of God, who 
are to receive the inheritance of his beloved,—even we, who, as one 
might naturally suppose, would on account of our privileges be ex- 
empted from the common lot of sinful men, we also, like all others, 
are in distress, and sigh for deliverance from it. 

The phrase καὶ αὐτοὶ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες, has 
been very diversely understood. Some interpret it of special and 
supernatural gifts, limiting it to the apostles only ; while others ex- 
plain it in the like way, but extend it to all Christians who were 
endowed with such gifts. Others regard ἀπαρχή as meaning gift or 
present merely, in a general way ; while most interpret it as meaning 
the earnest, or first fruits, or pledge, of that which is afterward to be 
given in a more.complete manner. 

It becomes necessary, therefore, to investigate the word dicount 
with special care. I can find but one meaning of it throughout the 
New Testament ; and this is, that which is first of its kind, or that 
which is first in order of time, πυῶτος. It is applied both to persons 
and things, in a sense compounded of both of these, viz. first in re- 
spect to kind and time also; e.g. Rom. 16: 5. 1 Cor. 16: 15. James 
1: 18. 1 Cor. 15: 20,23. Rev. 14:4. Bretschneider suggests, in his 
lexicon, that in this last passage it may have the general sense of 
sacrifice or offering, inasmuch as the Septuagint puts it for the He- 
brew 219M, which conveys such a meaning. This is possible ; 
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but on the whole I should prefer the other sense. I take the mean- 
ing of the writer in Rev. 14: 4 to be, that the persons there named 
may be considered in a light resembling that of the ἀπαρχή in an- 
cient times, as the first fruits of a glorious Christian harvest. 

I understand ἀπαρχή to have the same sense as the Hebrew 
nun, for which it so often stands; caput, princeps, first in its 
kind, first in point of time, etc. Comp. n%ZxQ in Gen. 49: 3. Prov. 
8: 22. Lev. 2: 12. 23:10. Deut. 18: 4. 26: 10. 33:21. Num. 24: 20. 
Amos 6: 6. 

In the passage before us, all the Greek fathers appear to have 
attached one and the same meaning to ἀπαρχή; viz. that of first 
fruits, in the sense of earnest, pledge, foretaste, of joys to come. So 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Basil. This accords well, 
too, with the nature of the case. The apostle represents Christians 
as the habitation of God by his Spirit, Eph. 2: 22, comp. 1 Cor. 3: 16. 
6:19. The Spirit of God dwells in them, 1 John 3:24. 4:13. This 
Spirit, thus conferred on them, is the ἀθῥαβωών, the pledge of future 
glory, 2 Cor. 5: 5. Eph. 1: 14. 

What hinders now, that with all the Greek fathers, we should 
understand ἀπαρχή as meaning, the pledge, foretaste, first fruits, of 
fature glory? The usus loquendi of the word does not seem to admit 
of any other exegesis. Nor do we need any other; as this is alto- 
gether congruous with the nature of the passage. 

With Keil then, in his admirable explanation of this passage, 
(Opusc. p. 294, seal I would interpret it in the manner exhibited 
above. And if this be correct, then it follows, that the ἀπαρχή here 
spoken of is common to all true Christians ; and that the interpreta- 
tion which limits this verse to the apostles, or to a few of the primitive 
Christians endowed with miraculous gifts, has no stable foundation. 

That Christians were subject to sorrows, needs not to be proved. 
That they were exposed to more than ordinary ones, may be seen in 
2 Cor.5: 2,3. 1 Cor. 15: 19. That they longed and sighed for deliv- 
erance, followed from their very nature. That even the earnest of 
future glory did not exempt them from sufferings, is certain. But 
there is a peculiar energy arid delicacy in the expression which 
marks the consequences of their sufferings; we GRoAN within our- 
‘selves, 1. e. internally, not externally. We suppress the rising sigh; 
_ we bow with submission to the will of God which afflicts us; we re- 
ceive his chastisement as children ; our frail nature feels it, and we 
‘sigh or groan inwardly; but no murmuring word escapes us; we 
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suppress the outward demonstrations of — lest we should even 
seem to complain. 

Is this imaginary on my part? Or did dian writer mean to convey 
what I have attributed to him? So much, at least, we can say, viz. 
that such a sentiment was worthy of Paul, and of all Christians who 
suffered with him. It is worthy of being carried into practice at the 
present hour ; it commends itself to the conscience of every one, who 
thoroughly believes in the holy, just, and benevolent providence of 
God. 

Yiodeciay anexdeyouevor, waiting for [our] adoption or filia- 
tion. 'There is a twofold filiation spoken of in the New Testament. 
The first is that which takes place, when believers are born again, 
John 1: 12, 13. 3:3—5. Rom. 8: 14, 15, represents believers as 
possessing πνεῦμα υἱοϑεσίας. 1 John 3:1, 2. But there is another 
and higher sense in which believers are to become the children of 
God, viz. they are to be so, when they shall be perfected in the world 
of glory, when they become “ the children of the resurrection,” when 
they are made “‘like to the angels,” Luke 20: 36. Their first adoption 
or filiation is secret, in regard to the world; their second is the ἀποκά- 
λυψις τῶν υἱῶν τοὺ ϑεοῦ, when “he who seeth in secret, shall reward 
them openly.” It is probably because the word υἱοϑεσίαν here used, 
is in itself dubious, that the apostle adds an explanatory or epexeget- 
ical clause, which he places in apposition with it, viz. τὴν ἀπολύτρω- 
σιν τοῦ σώματος ἡμῶν, the redemption of our body, i.e. its redemption 
from a state of frailty, disease, and death. It is, at the resurrection, 
to be like to Christ’s glorious body, Phil. 3: 21; it is to be a σώμα 
πνευματυκόν, 1 Cor. 15: 44; this mortal is to put on immortality, this 
σῶμα φϑαρτον is to become a σῶμα ἄφϑαρτον, 1 Cor. 15: 53, 54. 
Such is the ἀπολύτρωσις of this frail and dying body, which believers 
now inhabit. Comp. ἀπολύτρωσις in Luke 21: 28. Eph. 1: 14. 4: 
30. Heb. 11:35. — - 

The reader will note, as I have had occasion already to intimate, 
that the expression ἀπολύτρωσιν τοῦ σώματος here is equivalent to 
the ἀποκάλυψιν τῶν υἱῶν τοῦ ϑεοῦ in v. 19, and to the ἐλευϑερίαν 
τῶν τέχνων tov ϑεοῦ in v. 21. It therefore serves to show what 
those expressions mean, in the connection in which they stand. 

Christians then, in their present state, must long and wait for 
their second and final adoption or filiation. They must wait with 
confidence; yea, with assurance; for “he who cometh will come, 
and will not tarry.” But let them not regard the present world as 
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their home. It is not the Canaan in which they are to rest. They 
must “ seek a city which hath foundations, whose builder and maker 
is God.” Then the agitated breast, the heaving sigh, the groaning 
within, will no more annoy or distress them. Let not the child of 
God complain, then, that his final reward is not anticipated and dis- 
tributed to him here, in the present world, while he is in a state of 
trial. He must wait until he comes to the goal, before he can wear 
the crown of a victor in the race. He must defer his expected lau- 
rels, until his combat is over. Then he shall receive a crown of 
glory, which fadeth not away. 

(24) That the Christian cannot expect a reward here, the apos- 
tle goes on most explicitly to declare. Zy γὰρ ἐλπίδι ἐσώϑημεν, for 
we are saved in hope, i.e. we have as yet obtained salvation only in 
hope ; we have only attained to a condition in which we indulge a 
hope of future glory. This is all which can be rationally expected 
or accomplished in the present life. He had said, in the preceding 
verse, that Christians are in the attitude of waiting for their filiation. 
Verse 24 is designed to illustrate and confirm this; hence the γάρ 
illustrantis at the beginning of it. 

"Fanis δὲ βλεπομένη, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐλπίς, now hope which is seen, is 
no longer hope; i.e. the object of hope (ἐλπίς here means this) is no 
longer such, when one attains the actual possession of it. 4é orati- 
oni continuandae inservit, as the lexicographers say, i. e. it stands be- 


fore a clause which is designed to continue the subject already intro- 


-duced. 


“O yao βλέπει τὶς, τί καὶ ἐλπίζει; for what a man sees, how does 
he still hope for it? That is, what a man has actually attained or 
come to the enjoyment of, how can he be said to look forward to it 
with hope or anticipation? Io rationem rei dictae reddit, i. 6. it 
stands in a clause designed to explain or confirm the preceding asser- 
tion ; for such is the nature of the present clause. 

(25) Ei δὲ ὃ οὐ βλέπομεν, ἐλπίζομεν, δὲ ὑπομενῆς ἀπεχδεχόμε- 
Ou, but if now we hope for that which we do not enjoy, then we pa- 
tiently wait for it. That is, if it be true, as all will concede, that in 
the present life we attain not to our final reward, but can be called 
the heirs of salvation, only because we have obtained a well-ground- 


ed hope of it; if it be so, that we cannot rationally expect an ex- 
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emption from trials and troubles here, but must take our part in 


them with all around us; if it be true also, that a great and glorious 


reward is reserved in heaven, for all who endure patiently until the 
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end of their probation; (and that this is true, the very nature that 
God has given to men, which is here so imperfectly developed, and 
which therefore points to a state of greater perfection, satisfactorily 
_ shews); then it becomes Christians to endure with all patience and 
meekness the trials and sufferings of the present life. Time is short ; 
eternity is long. Our sufferings are slight and momentary, when 
viewed in a comparative light. Who can place them beside that 
glory, ‘‘ which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, and of which it hath 
not entered into the heart of man to conceive,’ and which is to en- 
dure as long as the God who bestows it, and yet make any serious 
account of them? Christian brethren, says the apostle, let us pa- 
tiently wait the appointed time of our deliverance. 
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In this our weak and suffering condition, we are greatly aided by the Spirit 
who dwells in us; sothat even when we are so much perplexed and distress- 
ed that we know not what to ask for, or what to say in our prayers, our inter- 
nal sighs which are not uttered by words, and which arise from his influence 
on our souls, are noticed and understood by the Searcher of hearts, whose 
ears will be opento them. Such is the course of thought in these verses; the 
natural inference from it is: ‘Christians, be not discouraged, even in your 
deepest distresses. He who seeth in secret, counts every groan, hears every 
sigh, and will be a very present help in time of need.’ 

(26) Such is the general sentiment of the passage. Particular 
words, however, present some difficultes. “Ὡσαύτως, in like manner, 
in the same way. But in what way? Like to what? A difficult 
question. Some critics, (Grotius, Koppe, Flatt and others), render 
ὡσαύτως by praeterea, itberdiess, i. 6. moreover, besides. This would 
do well, if philology would allow it. It seems, however, to be mak- 
ing a new meaning for the word. The true answer to the question : 
Like to what? seems to be this: ‘In like manner as hope supports, 
strengthens, cheers us, and renders us patient, so do the influences 
of the Spirit aid us, in all our distresses ; i. e. as hope aids us amidst 
all our sufferings and sorrows, so does the Spirit likewise. 

Hees SAB πνεῦμα, the Spirit. But what Spirit? Our own mind? A 
filial Spirit? Or the Spirit of God? Each of these methods of exe- 
gesis has been defended. I was once inclined to regard the second 
meaning as the most probable; principally on account of the 27th 
verse. It is natural to ask: Does not the epithet, ὁ égevywy τὰς 
“καρδίας, designate him who knows the secrets of the human breast, 
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and not him who knows the secrets of the Spirit of God, 1. 6. his 
own secrets? Then again, φρόνημα τοῦ πνεύματος, in the same 
verse, seems to mean, the mind, will, design of the human heart or 
spirit; and again, Where in all the Scriptures is the Spirit of God 
represented as making intercession (ἐντυγχάνει) for the saints? 
These difficulties led me, as they have done many others, to con- 
strue πνεῦμα as Meaning πνεῦμα υἱοϑεσίας, comp. v.15. But a re- 
investigation of this subject, has now, on the whole, made me to 
doubt this exegesis; and this for reasons which will be specified in 
the sequel. 

Let the reader first compare πνεῦμα in vs. 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 11, 18, 
14, 23, where it clearly means the Spirit of God or of Christ, and he 
will feel the weight of probability that the writer here uses πνεῦμα 
in the like sense. That Spirit which sanctifies Christians, which 
subdues their fleshly appetites, which gives them a filial temper, which 
bestows a foretaste of future glory,—this same Spirit, aids Christians 
in all their sufferings and sorrows; and consequently they ought pa- 
tiently to endure them. It cannot be denied, that intensity of mean- 
ing is given to the whole passage, by this exegesis. 

Συναντιλαμβάνεται, helps; but in the Greek, σύν augments the 
signification, so that one might translate, greatly assists, affords much 
help,— “σϑενείαις ἡμῶν, our infirmities, seems to mean, our frail, 
infirm, afflicted, troubled state; and this accords entirely with the 
context. 

To γάρ %.t.4., γάρ illustrantis again; for the sequel shews what 
our condition is, and how the Spirit.aids us. 70 yao .... οὐκ οἴδα- 
μὲν, for we know not what we should pray for as we ought ; i.e. in 
our perplexities, weaknesses, ignorance, and distresses, we are often 
at a loss what would be best for us, or most agreeable to the will of 
God respecting us. Kodo δεῖ, i.e. the object for which we should 
pray καϑὸ δεῖ, viz. κατὰ τὸ ϑέλημα τοῦ Geov (comp. 1 John 5: 14), 
is frequently unknown to us. 

In this state, the same Spirit, αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα, the same who sanc- 
tifies us, dwells in us, and helps our infirmities—this same Spirit in- 
tercedes for us, Unegevtvyyaver ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, where ὑπέρ in compo- 
sition with the verb, augments the force of it. 

_ Prayer or supplication, however, made by the Spirit, i.e. the 
Spirit of God as such and by himself, is not here intended. So the se- 
quel clearly shews. The Spirit makes intercession for us στεναγμοῖς 
ἀλαλήτοις, in sighs or groans which are unutterable, i.e. the full mean- 
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ing of which cannot be spoken in words, Or ἀλαλήτοις may mean, that 
which is not uttered, that which is internal, suppressed sighs. Either 
sense is good; and either gives an intense meaning. In this way, 
then, the Spirit intercedes for the saints, viz. by exciting within them 
such longing and high desires for conformity to God, and for deliver- 
ance from evil, and for the enjoyment of future blessedness, that 
these desires become unutterable; no language can adequately ex- 
press them. What is thus done in the souls of believers through the 
influence of the Spirit, is here attributed to him; i.e. he is said to 
do, what they do under his special influence. 

In accordance with such a sentiment, Fenelon, in his Essay en- 
titled, Que ? Esprit de Dieu enseigne en dedans, ['That the Spirit of 
God teaches internally], says in a very striking manner : “ The Spirit 
of God is the soul of our soul.” So Augustine, with equal correct- 
ness and concinnity: ‘Non Spiritus Sanctus in semetipso apud se- 
met ipsum in illa Trinitate gemit; sed in nobis gemit, quia gemere 
nos facit, (Tract. VI. in Johan. § 2); that is, ‘the Divine Spirit does 
not groan or intercede in and by himself, as God and belonging to 
the Trinity ; but he intercedes by his influence upon us, and by lead- 
ing us to aspirations which language cannot express:’ a sentiment 
equally true and striking. 

(27) ‘O δὲ ἐρευνῶν τὰς καρδίας, a common appellation of God 
who is omniscient ; comp. Ps. 7: 9 (10). Jer. 11: 20.—Oide τὸ φρὸ- 
γημα τοῦ πνεύματος, knoweth the desire of the Spirit or the mind of 
the Spirit, i.e. what is sought after, willed, or desired, when these 
στεναγμοὶ ἀλαλῆτοι, excited by him, arise. In other words: ‘The 
Searcher of hearts does not need that desires should be clothed or 
expressed in language, in order perfectly to understand them and to 
listen to them.” 

It is not the mind of the Spirit of God, in itself considered and 
as belonging to the Godhead, that the Searcher of hearts is here 
represented as knowing. It is the mind or desire of the Spirit, as 
disclosed ἐν στεναγμοῖς ἀλαλήτοις τῶν ἁγίων, that the writer means 
to designate. In this way, there is no difficulty in applying πνεῦμα 
to the Spirit of God. 

"Ore xara... . ἁγίων, because he intercedes for the saints agree- 
ably to the will of God. To construe κατὰ ϑεόν, to God, as if it 
were πρὸς ϑεύν here, the usus Ἰοφιιοπαϊὶ of the language absolutely 
forbids ; for ἐνετυγχάνεν κατὰ... . means to accuse; in which case, 
also, κατά must be followed by the Genitive. Kara ϑεόν, then, 
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must mean secundum Deum, i.e. κατὰ τὸ ϑέλημα τοῦ ϑεοῦ, comp. 


1 John 5: 14. So the Syriac version, Chrysostom, Tholuck, Flatt, 
and others. Comp. for this sense of κατά, Rom. 8: 4. 2 Cor. 11: 
17. Rom. 2: 2. Luke 2: 22, 24, 27, 29, et al. 

Sentiment: ‘The Searcher of hearts knows all that the sighs of 
his children mean, when these are excited by his Spirit; for the Spirit 
excites in them unutterable desires, in accordance with the will of 
God, i.e. desires for what is agreeable to his will or proper for him 
to grant; to which, therefore, he will readily listen.’ 

In this mode of exegesis, all difficulties seem to be removed, and 
one is enabled to maintain a uniform and consistent meaning of | 
πνεῦμα throughout the whole chapter. 

The Christian who reads this passage with a spirit that responds 
to the sentiments which it discloses, cannot avoid lifting up his soul 
to God, with overflowing gratitude for his mercies. Here, we are 
poor and wretched and miserable and blind and naked, and in want 
of all things; we are crushed before the moth; we all do fade as a 
leaf, and the wind taketh us away; we are often in distress, in dark- 
ness, in perplexity, in straits from which we can see no escape, 
no issue; even in far the greater number of cases, we know not 
what will be for our ultimate and highest good, and so ‘ know 
not what we should pray for as we ought: but then, the Spirit of 
the living God is present with all the true followers of the Saviour ; 
he excites desires in their souls of liberation from sin and present evil, 
of heavenly blessedness and holiness, greater than words can express. 
The soul can only vent itself in sighs, the meaning of which language 
is too feeble to express. Often we do not know enough of the con- 
sequences or designs of present trials and sufferings, even to venture 
on making a definite request with regard to them; because we do 
not know whether relief from them is best or not. The humble 
Christian, who feels his need of chastisement, will very often be 
brought to such a state. ‘Then what a high and precious privilege it 
is, that our “ unutterable sighs” should be heard and understood by 
Him who searches our hearts! Who can read this without emotion? — 
Such are the blessings purchased for sinners by redeeming blood ! 
Such the consolations which flow from the throne of God, for a 
groaning and dying world! 
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CHAP. VIII. 28—39. 


_ To crown the whole, the apostle now goes on to assure those to er he 
is writing, that ‘all things,’ i.e. the sufferings and sorrows and trials of the 
present life, will prove to be instruments, in the hand of a wise and powerful 
God and merciful Redeemer, of promoting the final and greatest happiness 
and glory of all true saints. The accomplishment of this end cannot fail.” 
The purpose of God in respect to the saints, can never be disappointed. Noth- 
ing can ever separate them from the care and kindness and affection of the Sa- 
viour, who has redeemed them. The inference to be drawn from all this, is, that 
Christians have no reason to despond or to be discouraged, while suffering the 
evils and trials of life. Their hopes and expectations should be elevated above 
the world, and be in accordance with the glorious inheritance that awaits them. 

(28) Οἴδαμεν δέ, we a or we know then or moreover. Aé 
orationi continuandae inservit. What follows, is an addition to what 
had gone before, of the like in kind or relating to the same subject. 

Πάντα συνεργεῖ, all sufferings, sorrows, trials, etc., shall codpe- 
rate, mutually contribute, for the good, for the final and highest good, 
of those who love God, 1. 6. of the saints, of true Christians. So the 
sequel describes them. 

Τοῖς... οὖσιν, to those who are called according to his purpose or 
design. KAntrois, in the New Testament, is used ¢wice in the sense 
of invited, bidden, viz. Matt. 20: 16. 22:14. In all other cases it 
means, not only such as were invited, but such as had accepted the 
invitation; 6. g. 1 Cor. 1: 2, 24. Jude v. 1. Rom. 1: 6. Rev. 17: 14. 
It seems, therefore, to be employed as the equivalent of ἔκλέκτος, and 
means a true Christian. Plainly this is the sense in the verse before 
us; for the persons here designated are those who love God.—Katea 
πρόϑεσιν, those who are called or chosen in conformity with the pur- 
pose [of God]. This πρόϑεσις is κατ᾽ ἐκλογήν, Rom. 9: 11, i.e. free, 
without any merit or desert on the part of the sinner, or of obligation 
(strictly speaking) on the part of God; it is the πρόϑεσις of him who 
worketh all things after the counsel of his own will, and hath before 
ordained that Christians should have a heavenly inheritance, Eph. 1: 
11; it is a πρόϑεσις τῶν αἰώνων, an eternal purpose, Eph. 3: 11; 
or it is a πρόϑεσις. ... πρὸ χρόνων αἰωνίων, a purpose before the 
ancient ages, 1. 6. before the world began, 2 Tim. 1: 9. 

That the purpose of God is here meant, and not the purpose or 
will of man, (as Chrysostom, Theophylact, Cyril, Pelagius, Suidas, 
Hammond, Le Clerc, and others, have maintained), is rendered en- 
tirely clear by the sequel, v. 29, seq. See Excursus VII. 

(29) “Oze οὖς προέγνω. The course of thought seems to be 
thus: ‘ All things must work together for good to Christians—to such 
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as are called to the privileges of a filial relation, and were chosen 
before the world began, to be conformed to the image of God, and to 
be advanced to a state of glory. The everlasting love and purpose of 
God cannot be disappointed.’ Ὅτι x.r.4. introduces the reasons, 
why it is certain that all things will work together for the good of 
true Christians. 

Tloozyvm, foreknew, or before decreed or constituted or determin- 
ed, (viz. as xAnrot, elect, saints, chosen, see on ν. 28), a word end- 
lessly disputed. But whether theology or philology has been the 
predominating element in the dispute, it is not difficult for an impar- 
tial reader to decide. My object and argument shall be philological. 
I would seek for what the apostle does say; not for what I may con- 
jecture he ought to say. 

IToo, in composition, gives the additional signification of previous 
time, formerly ; the action designated by the verb remaining the same 
as is signified by the simple form of the word. What then does yi 
vooxw mean? It means, (1) 70 know in any manner generally ; 
to know by the aid of any of the bodily senses, by hearing, etc., or 
by experience, trial; Lat. cagnoscere, sentire, (2) To be acquainted 
with, to penegine so as fully to apprehend, to take knowledge of, to 
make one’s self acquainted with. (3) To recognize one as a known 
friend, a familiar acquaintance; Matt. 7: 23. Mark 7: 24. 1 Cor. 8: 
3. Gal. 4: 9. 2 Tim. 2: 19. Heb, 13: 23. To the same purpose is 
the corresponding Hebrew 510 employed; i.e. it means fo Jove, i 
regard with affection, to treat with favour ; e.g. it is said of God i 
respect to the saints, Ps. 1:6. 144: 3. Amos 3: 2. Nah. 1: 7; of men 
in respect to God, Hos. 8:2. Ps. 36; 11. 9: 11. Job 18:21. The 
first and second classes of meaning above given are so common, 
so easily confirmed by any of the lexicons, that I have deeme Ἰ. 
superfluous to adduce examples, which every one may find in abun 
dance by consulting his lexicon. 

_ Προέγνω then may mean, he before loved, he before regarded with 


affection, he before looked on with favour. In this sense many have 


here understood the word; e. g. Origen, Er ; Mosheim, Baum- 
garten, E. Schmidius, and generally the Arminians. 

On the other hand; Theophylact, Oecumenius, Ambrose, Augus- 
tine, Bucer, Balduin, Hunnius, Calovius, Heumann, and others, have 


construed προέγνω here as meaning, he foreknew, understood in the 


literal. and primary gemae of the word ; 1: 6.9 say the Lutheran com- 
mentators in general: ‘God foreknew that the κλητοί would freely 
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believe.’ In the same way, many at the present day construe this 
text. But the question on which all turns, as to this interpreta- 
tion, is: Does the apostle here represent the calling and justification 
and glorification of the xAyroi, as the result of God’s love to them, or 
of their love to him? That is, did God bring them by his Spirit into 
a state of grace, because they loved him first, or before they were 
brought into this state; or did he by his mercy bring them into this 
state, so that they might love him? This question is finally and fully 
settled by such texts as 1 John 4: 10, 19. John 15: 16. Rom. 5: 6— 
10. Jer. 31: 3. 2 Tim. 1: θ ae τὰ ἔργα ἡμώῶν---αλλὰ κατὰ 
πρόϑεσιν καὶ χάριν τὴν δὸ νὸν ον πρὸ χρόνων αἰωνίων. It is 
settled by the nature of the case. The Spirit of God “ breathes on 
the valley of dry bones; he “ quickens those who are dead in tres- 
passes and sins;” he “ calls the dead to life;” he ‘“‘ creates anew in 
Christ Jesus ;” sinners are “born of the Spirit ;” and it is in this 
way, and in this only, that they come to love God; for “the car- 
nal mind is enmity against God, and is not subject to his law, nor 
indeed can be ;” and that ‘“ which is born of the flesh is flesh.” Τί is 
God who first loves us (1 John 4: 10, 19), before we come to love him. 
There is no setting aside declarations so plain, so full, so often re- 
peated as these. ἣν ᾿ 
We cannot embrace that view of προΐγνω, then, which makes 
the manifestation of God’s love to his children to depend on his fore- 
sight of their meritorious obedience, or their love towards him. It is 


Ἶ undoubtedly true, it must be so, that God foresees and perfectly knows 


all the love and obedience which his children will ever exhibit; and 
it is equally certain, that he has before determined to reward these in 


ν _ proportion to their desert. But this cannot be the ground of his caus- _ 


- ing them, when they are his enemies and dead in trespasses and sins, 
3 m, Ly sp 


to become συμμόρφους τῆς εἰχόνος tov υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. It must forever 
remain true, that we are brought “to love him, because he first 
loved us.” 

It should also be observed, in regard to the exegesis now in ques- 
tion, that it τ. πη or reason of God’s foreknowledge in this 
case, which the text does not give. The text does not say why or 
how God foreknew ; but merely that he did so. Of this more in the 
sequel. 

In the sense of No. 3 above, viz. that of approving, loving, re- 
garding with approbation or affection, Origen, Martyr, Calvin, and- 
many others take προέγνω here. But those who embrace this senti- 
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ment respecting moo0éyvw, are divided ; some saying that God before 
loved his saints, because he foresaw their character and good works ; 

others, that out of his mere good pleasure he set his love upon them. 

In the latter way, Calvin, Beza, the Westminster Catechism, and 

most of the Calvinistic writings take it. But our text, it should be 

observed, assigns neither the one reason nor the other ; it states the 

simple fact, and no more. 

I do not see that any conclusive objections can be urged against 
adopting the sense of before loving or regarding with affection; be- 
cause the like sense of the verbs γινώσκω and >) is common. 
It-is only when the reason for doing ‘thie is forced upon us, as being 
disclosed in the text itself, that I should object to such an exegesis. 

With Tholuck, however, I prefer a sense of προέγνω, different 
from any yet mentioned; and this merely from the philology of the 
passage. It is well known in respect to γενώσκω, that it sometimes 
means, volo, constituo mecum, I will, I wish, I determine with my- 
self, I resolve or determine or decide; and of course, F ordain, con- 
stitute, decree. So Rom. 7: 15. So Josephus: ὁ ϑεὸς ἔγνω τιμορί- 
σασϑαι αὐτούς, God hath determined to punish them, Antiq. 1. 2; 
comp. also Antiq. II. 4, 5 and III. 12, 3. So Psalt. Sal. 17. 47: ἣν 
ἔγνω 0 ϑεὸς ἀναστῆσαι, which God hath determined to establish. In 
like manner Plutarch: ἔγνω φυγεῖν ἀποδημίᾳ τὴν ὑπόνοιαν, he de- 
termined to avoid auspsnain by going abroad, Lyc. ο: ὃ. Polybius: éy- 
νωσαν διὰ μάχης κρίνειν τὰ πράγματα, they have determined to de= 
cide matters by appeal to arms, V. 82. 

That προγυνώσκω may have the like sense, is clear im 1 Pet. 
1:20; where προεγνωσμένου πρὸ καταβολῆς κόσμου (said of Christ) 
means plainly, before decreed, before constituted or determined. In 
the like sense (as many think) is it used in Rom. 11: 2, God hath’ 
not cast away his people ov προέγνω, whom he chose to be his or con- 
stituted his, viz. before the foundation of the world; comp. 1 Pet. 
1: 20. Eph. 3: 11. 2 Tim. 1:9. And in accordance with this, πρό- 
γνωσις is used ; 6. g. Acts 2: 24, where it is the equivalent of wovo- 
μένη βουλή. So also in I Pet. 1: 2; and it isghe same as πρόϑεσις, 
oe Tim. 1: 9. Eph. 3: 11. ve 

In this view of the subject, ὃν προέγνω is to be regarded as a re- 
sdaiition of the idea expressed by xara πρόϑεσιν κλητοῖς in v. 28, 
i.e. those who by his purpose were «Ayro/, those whom zg0¢yvw—i. e. 
whom he had before chosen or constituted his xAntoi—ngowgvoe x.t.A. 
That πρό in composition here means, before the foundation of the 
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world, may be seen by comparing 1 Pet. 1: 20. 2 Tim. 1: 9. Eph. 
3: 11. 

The objections to this view of the subject do not seem to be 
weighty ; and they lie equally against translating προέγνω, he fore- 
knew, or he loved before. If God did actually foreknow who were to- 
be his κλητοί, then it was not uncertain whether they would be or 
not. If he tovep them before the foundation of the world, then it 
must have been, that he did foreknow that they would be his κλητοί" 
and this again makes the same certainty. If he determined before 
the wy the world that they should be his κλητοί, then 
again the same certainty existed, and no more. Nay even if we 
could abstract God and his purposes from the whole, and suppose the 
order of the universe to move on in its constituted way, the same 
certainty would still have existed. I do not see, therefore, in what 
way we can avoid the conclusion, that certainty must exist by the di- 
vine purpose and counsel, in regard to the #Ayroi—a certainty not 
merely that they will be saved, provided they believe and obey and 
persevere in so doing; but a certainty that the κατὰ πρόϑεσεν κλη- 
toi will be brought to believe and obey and persevere, and will there- 
fore obtain salvation; for such is the manifest tenor of the whole 
passage. 

Still, all those of any party in theology, who draw from προέγνω 
the conclusion that God fore-ordained or chose or loved, out of his 
’ mere good pleasure, on the one hand; or from his foresight of faith 
and good works on the other ; deduce from the text what is not in it, 
for it says neither the one nor the other. It avers merely, that the 
κατὰ πρόϑεσεν κλητοὶ were foreknown, or fore-loved, or fore-deter- 
mined. Construe this in whatever way you will, if there be any ob- 
jection against the one, there is the same against the other, unless 
you remove it by adding a condition which the apostle has not added. 
It lies on the face of the whole paragraph, that certainty of future 
glory to all the κλητοὲ ϑεοῦ, is what the writer means to affirm; and 
to affirm it by shewing that it is part of the everlasting purposes of 
God. — aie 1 end. 
Kai προώρισε, he also fore-ordained, predestinated, decreed be- 
fore, viz. before the foundation of the world. So, clearly, the word is 
used in Acts 4: 28. 1 Cor. 2:7, expressly πρὸ τῶν αἰώνων. Eph. 
1: 5, 11. Bretschneider (Lex.) says, that the decree here has respect 
merely to the external privileges of the gospel, and not to eternal sal- 
vation; which is directly contradicted by 1 Cor. 2: 7---εἰς δόξαν 
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ἠμῶν" by Eph. 1: ὅ--εἰς υἱοϑεσίαν διὰ ᾿]ησοῦ Xovorov:... ἐν ᾧ 
ἔχομεν τὴν ἀπολύτρωσιν .... ἃπᾶ ν. 11, ἐν ᾧ ἐκληρώϑημεν, 


προορισϑέντες κατὰ πρόϑεσιν x. τ. Δ. In like manner, the whole 
tenor of the passage before us clearly contradicts this; for here 
the subject is, final and future glory, not merely present oppor- 
tunities and external advantages for acquiring Christian knowledge. 
The only remaining passage where the word is used (Acts 4: 28), 
employs it in an entirely different connection, but with the plain sense 
of before decreed. 'The sense of the whole is: ‘Those who are χλή- 
τοί according to the purpose of God, those whom he determined from 
everlasting to save, he did at the same time predestinate to be con- 
formed to the image,’ etc. 

Συμμόρφους is here used as a noun, having the Gen. after it; if 
employed as an adjective, it would require the Dative ; συμμύρφους 

. αὐτοῦ, to be of the like form with the image of his own Son, i. 6. 
to be like him, to resemble him in a moral respect. God has not 
then, (as is often objected to the doctrine of predestination), decreed 
that men should be saved whether they be sinful or holy, i. e. with- 
out any regard to the character which they may have; but he has 
determined, that all who are conducted to glory must resemble, in a 
moral respect, him who leads them to glory, i. e. the great Captain of 
their salvation. 

Eig τὸ sivow .... ἀδελφοῖς, that he [the Son] should be the first- 
born among many brethren; i.e. that the Saviour should, in his office 
as Lord of all and Head over all things for his church, still sustain a 

Jfraternal relation to those whose leader he is, they being made to re- 
semble him by being made partakers of the like qualities or affec- 
tions; comp. Heb. 2: 11—18. On πρωτότοκος, comp. Ps. 89: 7 
(28). Ex. 4: 22. Heb. 1: 6. Col. 1. 15. 

(30) Ove δὲ προώρισε, and whom he fore-ordained, or predestinated, 
viz. to be conformed to the image of his Son. In other words, whom 
he before determined to regenerate and sanctify, to purify from sin, 
and to make holy in some measure as the Saviour is holy. 

Τούτους καὶ ἐκάλεσε, the same did he also call. 15 this the so 
named effectual calling ; or does it mean nothing more than the ez- 
ternal invitation of the gospel, the moral suasion of it addressed to 
the heart and understanding of sinners? That the external call is of- 
ten designated by the word καλέω, is clear enough from such passa- 
ges as Matt. 9:13. Mark 2: 17. Luke 5: 32. Gal. 1: 6. 5: 8, 13. 
Eph. 4: 1,4 ete. But the word καλέω may also be applied to effectual 
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calling, i.e. such a calling as ensures acceptance. In such a way 
κλῆσις and xAntog are, beyond all doubt, usually applied to effectual 
calling or election. So here, ἐκάλεσε manifestly means, such a cal- 
ling as proceeds from the πρόϑεσις, from the fore-knowledge and 
from the predetermination of God in respect to the objects of it, and 
which is followed by justification or pardon of sin, and final glory. If 
this be not effectual calling, what is ? Such a call as proceeds from the 
everlasting purpose and love of God, and ends in heavenly glory, is 
something more than an external motive or suasory argument, merely 
addressed to the mind. 

Τούτους καὶ ἐδικαίωσεν, the same he also justified ; 1. 6. pardoned, 
acquitted, absolved from the penalty of the divine law, accepted and 
treated as righteous.—Oug dé... ἐδόξασε, and those whom he justi- 
fied, the same he also glorified; the work, begun in accordance with 
his everlasting love and purpose, he carries through and consum- 
mates, by bestowing endless glory in heaven upon the κατὰ πρόϑεσιν 
κλητοί. 

How then can the mere ezternal invitations and privileges of the 
gospel be here meant? [5 it indeed true, that a// to whom these are 
‘extended are xAnzoé? If so, then what is to be the lot of those, to 
whom the gospel is not made known? Whether it be true, moreover, 
that all who hear the gospel will be saved, may be determined from 
such texts as John 15: 22—24. 9: 41. 3:19. Heb. 2: 1—3. 3: 18, 19. 
6: 4—6. 10: 26—30. Mark 16: 16. It may, with equal certainty, be 
determined from vs. 1—11 of the present chapter, where the distinc- 
tion between oagxexod and mvevyatexod is broad and clear. If now 
all who enjoy the external privileges of the gospel, are not κλητοὶ or 
κεκλημένον in the sense of the present passage, then must it be true, 
that such only as are conformed to the image of Christ will be saved. 
And that all who enjoy the external privileges of the gospel, are con- _ 
formed to the image of Christ, will not, I trust, be asserted by any. 
‘considerate person. See Excursus VIII. 

ο (BL) Ti. ... ταῦτα; what shall we say in respect to these things? 
i.e. what shall we say, now, in reference to the facts and principles 
which I have just mentioned, viz. the purposes of God in respect to the 
#Antoi, and the manner in which he deals withthem? The sequel 
answers this question; the sum of which is, that ‘such being the 
purposes of God, none of the sorrows or troubles of life, yea none of 
the spiritual enemies and opposers of the children of Ged, will be able 
_ to disappoint or frustrate their hopes.’ 5 


φ» 
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Eio ϑεὸς... «ἡμῶν; If God be on our side, i. e. espouse our 
cause, who can contend with success against him? 

(32) “Os yé κ. τ.}., even he who spared not his own Son. ΤῈ, 
quidem, German eben; “‘yé.... vim verbi auget, i. e. intensiva est.” 
— Ldiov, his own, his genuine, in opposition to, or in distinction from, 
υἱοῦ ϑετοῦ, an adopted son; e.g. Abraham prepared to offer up his 
own son as a sacrifice, instead of selecting a supposititious or adopted 
heir. Yet by own here, we are not to understand a son more humano, 
but a Son μονογενής, in a sense stated by Luke, 1:35; Son being evi- 
dently used here not for the divine Logos as such, but for the Messiah 
clothed with our nature ; as the sequel plainly shews. 

Οὐκ ἐφείσατο, he spared not, i. 6. he did not withhold; a λετότης, 
1. 6. a negative form of expression, which has an affirmative meaning 
equivalent to ἐχαρίσατο, he gave. So the sequel; add’... . αὐτόν, 
but gave him up for us ail, i. e. gave him up to suffering and death, 
devoted him to be a sacrifice for our sins; comp. John 3: 16, Luke 
22: 19. Gal. 1: 4. Πάντων is plainly the same here as ἡμεῖς, 1. 8. 
all Christians. 

Πώς ovyi.... χαρίσεται, how [can it be] that with him he will 
not bestow even all things uponus? That is: ‘How can we possibly 
suppose, that, after having bestowed the greatest of all gifts upon us, 
viz. his own Son, he will refuse to bestow those gifts which are 
smaller and less costly ?” 


Tholuck says here, that “the apostle has assured Christians [in the 
paragraph before us], that nothing shall hurt them, unless they injure 
themselves.” And again: “If the Calvinistic idea [of perseverance] 
had been intended to be conveyed [by the apostle], he must also have 
said, that neither apostasy nor sin would, under any circumstances, have 
rendered their calling uncertain, or disappointed it.” That this may be 
rendered uncertain, he thinks is shewn by 2 Pet. 1: 10. 

But if exhortations, commands, and threatenings of a most awful 
nature, addressed to Christians, are to be considered as implying an 
uncertainty whether the work which God has begun in Christians will 
be completed ; then the Bible is indeed full of proof that they may fall 
away and finally perish ; for it is filled with passages of such a nature. 
Above all, does the epistle to the Hebrews abound in them. But, while 
it is impossible to deny this; or even to deny, that if Christians were 
left to themselves they would fall away every day and hour of their 
lives; one may still, without any just cause of reproach, be permitted 
to δεν with the apostle, that “whom God calls, he justifies and glori- — 

fies;” he may believe, with the same apostle, that “if Christ died for us 
while we were yet sinners, while we were ἀσϑενεῖς καὶ ἀσεβεῖς, MUCH 
_ MORE, being justified [i.e. obtaining pardon through his blood], shall we 
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be saved from wrath,” Rom. 5: 6—10. How can we then put a con- 
struction so frigid, on this most animated and energetic passage which 
is now before us? ‘The purposes of God,’ says the apostle, ‘ will not 
be disappointed in bringing his elect to glory” Why? ‘Because, since 
God hath given his own Son, the greatest possible gift, to redeem them 
from sin, therefore their redemption remaineth not uncertain, but will be 
accomplished.’ This reasoning we can see and feel. But how is it 
with the exegesis of Tholuck? ‘God will save you from the power of 
external causes of disappointment, if you only take care yourselves of 
the internal ones.’ Indeed? But I have great difficulty to find, in all 
this, the consolation or assurance which I need. It is offermg me only 
a single drop of water, when I am ready to faint with thirst and need a 
copious draught. Ten thousand thousand enemies without, are not half 
So strong as the one within; and if God’s gift of his own Son has not 
secured sanctifying and restraining grace for his children, which shall 
enable them to ‘crucify the old man with his lusts, and to put on the 
new man,’ then is the work not only incomplete, but it will most cer- 
tainly fail of being finally accomplished. The world and the devil 
would have little influence over us, indeed, were our hearts altogether 
right toward God; and certain it is, that all other combats are mere 
skirmishes, compared with the warfare that is going on within us, 
by reason of our internal enemy, a corrupt heart. But did not Christ 
die to redeem us from the dangers of this most powerful of all enemies, 
so well as from other dangers : 2? If not, then we may abandon all hopes 
which the gospel i inspires, and give ourselves up, after all, for lost. But 
no, no! ‘This exegesis does not meet the object which the apostle has 
in view. It is and must be true, that “if when we were enemies, we 
were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, mucH more, being 
reconciled, we shall be saved by his life,” Rom. 5: 10. 

But all this purpose (which belongs only to the counsels and mercy 
of God), does not hinder Paul, nor any other sacred writer, from reprov- 
ing, warning, and threatening Christians, just as if they were liable, 
every day and hour of their lives, to fall away and to lose the glorious 
reward of the saints. In themselves considered, they are liable to this; 
and God employs the very means in question, to preserve them against 
apostasy. Thus, while we admit that the promises of Christ will not 
fail, nor the efficacy of atoning blood be frustrated ; while we believe 
that “where God has begun a good work, he will carry it into execution 
(ἐπυτελέσει) until the day of Jesus Christ” (Phil. 1: 6); we admit in the 
fullest manner the importance and duty of warning, reproving, exhort- 
ing, and threatening Christians, just as we should do were there no 
direct assurances that “whom God calls he justifies, and whom he 
justifies he glorifies.” We admit all this, because the sacred writers 
evidently admit it, and write constantly i in a manner that accords with 
this admission. if 





(33) Tig... . 800; Who shall bring an accusation against 
the elect of God? That is: ‘Who shall prefer an accusation against 
them, of crimes that would occasion their condemnation, when they 
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come before the tribunal of God ” ’ Exhextov, Heb. he , 933, 

sinz, chosen, dear, beloved, precious; comp. 1 Pet. 2: 9. Tia Q3: 
35. 1 Pet. 1: 1. Matt. 24: 22, 31. Mark 18: 20. Luke 18: 7. Col. 3: 
12. Tit. 1: 1. Rev. 17: 14; also Matt. 20: 16. 22: 14, (where é#Aex- 


τοί is used in distinction from κλητοὶ). That ἐκλεκτῶν here means _ 


something more than merely ἀγαπητοί, may be seen from comparing 


v. 28 above—xata πρόϑεσιεν.... κλητοί" also 1 Pet. 1: 1, 2, 
ἐχλεχτοῖς.... xeTa MOO YYWOLY ϑεοῦ πατρός. 


Θεὸς 6 δικαιῶν, it is God who justifieth. So 1 prefer to render 
and to point it, viz. by making this phrase an answer to the preceding 
question. So Luther, Tholuck, our English version, and most com- 
mentators. On the other hand, Augustine, Erasmus, Locke, Schott- 
gen, Griesbach, Knapp, and others, put an interrogation point after 
δικαιῶν, and likewise after all the succeeding clauses; with dimin- 
ished emphasis, as it seems to me, and certainly with no great proba- 
bility; for how can we well suppose that seventeen successive questions 
are here put, without any answer or intervening matter? as Dr. 
Knapp’s and Griesbach’s pointing represents them to be. Θεὸς ὁ 
δικαιῶν means, God acquits, pardons, forgives the sins τῶν ἐχλεκ- 
τῶν. Now as God is the supreme and final judge, how can any 
accusation against them occasion their condemnation? 

(34) Zig 0 κατακρίνων; Who shall condemn, or be the condem- 
ner? i.e. who shall pass sentence of condemnation? God acqui 
can any besides him condemn? No; Christ has prevented all con- 
demnation by his death; Χριστὸς ὁ ἀποϑανῶν, i. 6. his death having 
made expiation for the sins of believers, no sentence of condemnation 
can now be passed. I construe Χριστὸς ὁ anodavwy as an answer 
to the preceding question; so Tholuck and Flatt. 

Ἵαλλον dé... . ἡμῶν, yea rather, who is also risen, and is at the 
right hand of God, and intercedes for us; i.e. Christ not only died 
to make atonement for our sins, but he is risen from the dead, and is 
exalted to the throne of Majesty in the heavens, in order that he may 
complete the glorious work which he began by his death. In regard 
to the phrase ἔν δεξιᾷ τοῦ ϑεοῦ, see my Comm. on Heb. 1: 3. 

᾿Εντυγχάνεν conveys the general meaning of aiding, assisting, 
managing one’s concerns for his advantage, etc.; comp. Heb. 7: 25. 
9: 24. 1 John 2: 1. 
In construing the passage in this way, I remove the interrogation 
points after the respective clauses, and substitute a comma after the 
first and second, and a period after the third. Ὁ wong 


*. 
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(35) Tig... . «Χριστοῦ; Who shall separate us from the love of 
Christ? i.e. from that love which he cherishes for us; for so the 
tenor of the passage plainly demands that we should construe it. 
Calvin remarks on τίς here (instead of τί), that the apostle uses tis, 


_ because he considers all creatures and trials here as so many athletae, 


striving against the efforts of Christians. 

Θλίψες, ἢ στενοχωρία, ἢ διωγμός ; i.e. shall veration from wWith- 
out, or anxiety from within, or persecution by the enemies of the 
Christian religion, effect a separation from the love of Christ ? Θλί- 
«ψὲς is strictly applicable to any strait or pressure which comes from 
circumstances, i.e. from external causes; στενοχωρία (lit. narrow- 
ness of place), is applied more especially to anxiety of mind; dewy- 
μος is sufficiently plain, as it obviously designates distresses arising 
from the rage and malice of persecutors. All three words together 
designate intensively the general idea of trouble or distress. 

Bodily sufferings and dangers next follow; for to these, Chris- 
tians, who live in periods of persecution, must of course be peculiar- 
ly exposed. Famine and nakedness are the natural result of being 
driven from home, and made to wander in deserts and desolate places. 
Peril and sword are necessarily connected with the bitter hostility of 
persecution. Ὁ 

(36) The quotation here comes from Ps. 44: 23 (Sept. 43: 22), 
and i is applied to the state of Christians in the apostle’s times, as it 
was originally to those whom the Psalmist describes; in other words, 
the apostle describes the state of suffering Christians, by the terms 
which were employed in ancient days to describe the suffering people 
of God.— Odny τὴν ἡμέραν, DI*3-bD, continually, unremittingly. 

"Ehoyiodnusv ὡς πρόβατα σφαγῆς, we are counted, i.e. we are 
reckoned, regarded, dealt with, as sheep for the slaughter, i.e. we are 
killed as slaughter-sheep, unremittingly and without mercy. 

(37) “Adda, but, still, i.e. notwithstanding these severe pressures 
and trials— Ev τούτους πᾶσιν, in all these, viz. all these sufferings 
and sorrows.— Ὑπερνεκώμεν, we are more than conquerors, an inten- 
sive powerful form of expression, used with great appropriateness and 
significancy here.—Ava... ἡμᾶς, i.e. through Christ who loved 
us, viz. in consequence of the strength and courage which he im- 
parts ; comp. Phil. 4: 13. 

(38) Θάνατος... . fw, death, here seems plainly to mean, a 
violent death by the hands of persecutors. Ζωή, on the other hand, 
seems to be Life on condition of recanting a profession of the Chris- 
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tian religion. It was customary with persecutors, in order to win 
Christians over to heathenism, to terrify with threats of death in case 
they persevered in their profession; and also to allure with promises 
of life, in case they abjured it. To this usage the words ϑάνατος and 
ζωή here very naturally refer. 

Οὔτε ἀγγελοι, οὔτε ἀρχαὶ... οὔτε δυνάμεις, neither angels, nor 
principalities, nor powers. The separation οἵ δυνάμεις here from 
ἀρχαί, by an intervening clause, has been a matter of difficulty 
among critics of all ages. But as this separation does in fact exist 
in all the best manuscripts, and in the Coptic, Armenian and Syriac 
Versions, we are obliged, as critics, to receive it as it stands, and to 
interpret it in the best manner we can. 

The principal difficulty has arisen from the supposition, that δυνά- 
Mec must have been intended by the writer here, to designate an or- 
der of angels, either good or bad. This supposition was natural, 
because we find words of the same and the like kind, elsewhere 
ranged together to designate such classes or orders; 6. g. Eph. 1: 21, 

. ἀρχῆς, καὶ ἐξουσίας, καὶ δυνάμεως " Col. 1: 16, εἴτε Oodvor, εἴτε 
κυριότητες, εἴτε ἀρχαὶ, εἴτε ἐξουσίαν" 1 Pet. 8: 99, ἀγγέλων, καὶ ἔξου- 
σίων,1 καὶ δυναμέων. The Seventy often render N2X (ezercitus) by 
δύναμις. And this seems to give us a key to the meaning of the 
word, when it is applied to the angels. However, in the passages just 
cited, different ranks or orders of angels would seem to be cea 
Is this in accordance with the Jewish usus loquendi? 

So far as we can gather, from the Old Testament and from the 
Rabbins, what this usage was, we may answer in the affirmative. 
Thus in Dan. 12: 1, Michael is called the great prince. In Isaiah 
6: 1, seq., the Seraphim are represented as presence-angels (so to 
speak) of Jehovah. In Matt. 18: 10, the guardian angels of little 
children are also represented, by our Saviour, as the presence-angels 
of Jehovah. And with regard to the Rabbins, it is well known that 
they made a great many different soe of angels; e.g. D292, 
Dk, | Ww, Dw, Matas, baw, open, DIINTW 5 
‘and also my, m227, and aha i.e. ᾿κυριότητες, ἀρχαί, δ 
“ϑοῦνον. ‘ 

᾿ From all this it appears, that angels and-principalities and powers 
correspond exactly to some of the Jewish orders of angels; and that, 


‘so far as the possibility of meaning is here concerned, there lies no 


difficulty i in the way of applying these three words to angels Nay. we 
may advance still farther, and say, that in respect to ἀρχαί at | ‘it 
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is quite improbable ; it should have been intended to designate — 


magistrates of any kind. ”Ayyshos and ἀρχαί may very naturally 
be taken as designating angels and archangels; comp. Jude v. 9. 
1 Thess. 4: 16. Dan. 10: 19, 12:1. If we understand here these 
two great divisions of angels, it will be in accordance with the usus 
loquendi of the Old Testament. ©The fact that ἄγγελον and ἀρχαὶ 
are joined together by juxta-position, renders it probable that they 
belong to the same category of meaning; for so words of this class 
are commonly employed. 

But allowing this; are good or evil angels here meant? That 
evil angels were also distributed by the Jews into classes, is as clear 
as that good angels were classified ; e.g. Eph. 6: 12. 1 Cor. 15: 24. 
Col. 2; 15, where they are called ἀρχαὶ xai ἐξουσίαι, and in 2 Pet. 
2: 4 they are also called ἄγγελοι. Moreover Satan is styled ὁ ἄρχων, 
Matt. 9: 34. 12: 24. John 12: 31. 14: 30. 16: 11. Eph.’ 2: 2, which 
implies precedence, i.e. rank among evil angels. The passage in 
Eph. 6: 12 seems to be most direct to our purpose, where the apostle 
represents Christians as in violent contest πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ πρὸς 
τὰς ἐξουσίας. So in the verse before us, I understand the apostle as 
averring, that neither angels nor archangels with whom we are con- 
testing, i.e. neither the inferior evil spirits, nor Satan himself, (or it 
may be, Satan and others of similar rank), shall be able, by all their 
assaults and machinations, to separate true Christians from the love 
of their Saviour. 

Tholuck supposes the good angels to be meant here; but how 
can those, “‘ who are sent forth to minister to such as are the heirs of 
salvation” (Heb. 1: 14), be well supposed to be the opposers and en- 
emies of Christians? Accordingly, with Flatt, I understand ἄγγελοι 
and ἀρχαί of evil spirits. 

“υνώμεις appears not to be associated in meaning with ἄγγελον 
and ἀρχαί, because it is not associated with them by juxta-position ; 
for it has juxta-position in all other instances, where it means angels. 
I must interpret it, therefore, as designating magistrates, civil powers, 
Viz. persecuting kings and princes. That δύναμις means auctoritas, 
imperium, is beyond all doubt; see Luke 4: 36. Acts 4: 7. 1 Cor. 5: 
4. Rev. 13: 2; also Rev. 4: 11. 5: 12. 7: 12. 12:10. And that the 
abstract sense may become concrete, i. 6. that δύναμες may designate 
those persons who are clothed with civil power, is clear from 1 Cor. 
15: 24. Eph. 1: 21, as also from apa its fbi ἐξουσία, in 

Rom. 13: 1—4. 
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Οὔτε ἐνεστώτα οὔτε μέλλοντα, neither [troubles] present nor fu- 
ture; comp. 1 Cor. 3: 23, where the same words are employed in the 
same sense. ‘The connection demands such a sense here. 

(39) Οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάϑος, lit. neither height nor depth. But 
a great variety of explanations have been given to these words; e. g. 
Origen: ‘ Evil spirits in the air and in Hades.’ Ambrose: ‘ Neither 
high and haughty speculation [in doctrine], nor deep sins.’ Augus- 
tine: ‘Idle curiosity about things above us and below us.’ Melanc- 
thon: ‘ Heretical speculation of the learned, and gross superstition of 
the vulgar, etc.’ So likewise : ‘Honour and dishonour,’ ‘ high place 
and low place,’ ‘ happiness and misery,’ ‘ the elevation of Christians on 
the cross, and the submersion of them in the sea,’ have all had their 
advocates. The meaning happiness or misery, honour or dishonour, 
is a possible one; but the animated and glowing spirit of the whole 
passage naturally leads the mind to expect something more elevated 
than this. “ Yoo may mean heaven; so Ὁ" 2, and so ὕψος in Luke 
1: 78. Eph. 4: 8. As to βάϑος, it has been taken to mean the earth, 
and Eph. 4: 9 is appealed to as sustaining this interpretation. But 
Ps. 139: 15, YN NHN, the lower parts of the earth, τὰ βάϑη τῆς 
γῆς (comp. Eph. 4: 9), would be a more apposite appeal, inasmuch 
as here the meaning plainly is, earth or secret recesses of the earth. 
On the whole, however, Gatos, as the antithesis of ὕψωμα, more 
appropriately designates the under-world, >inw , ¢dns, ἄθυσσος. 

Thus understood, the sentiment of the apostle ends in a climax ; 
viz. neither heaven, nor hell, i. 6. neither the world above, nor the 
world below, οὔτε τὶς κτίσις ἑτέρα, nor any other created thing. The 
whole summed up together, and understood after the Hebrew manner 
of speaking, stands thus: ‘The universe shall not be able to separate 
Christians from the love of Jesus, who died for them ;’ heaven above 
and Sheol below and other created things making, in the language of 
Scripture, the universe. 

This is indeed ‘‘an anchor sure and steadfast, entering into ay 
within the vail;” A BLESSED, CHEERING, GLORIOUS HOPE, WHICH 

“ONLY THE GOSPEL AND ATONING BLOOD CAN INSPIRE! =~ 
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CHAP. ΙΧ. 1—33. 


With the eighth chapter concludes what may be appropriately termed the 
doctrinal part of our epistle. What follows, is either by way of forestalling or 
of removing objections, or of justifying what has been said ; or else in the way 
of practical exhortation and caution. In previous and different parts of the 
epistle, the apostle had already advanced sentiments on the subject of salvation 
by grace—a salvation proffered in the same manner and on the same terms to 
Gentile as well as Jew—which he well knew would be very obnoxious to many 
of his kinsmen after the flesh, not excepting some of those who by profession 
were converts to the Christian religion. In chaps. 1. and m., he,had formally 
and at length laboured to shew, that the Jews were not only in a state of con- 
demnation by the divine law, but even more guilty than the Gentiles; and 
this, because they had enjoyed greater religious privileges. At the close of 
chap. 11. he had come out fully and plainly with the declaration, that God is 
the God of the Gentiles as really and truly as of the Jews; and in the succeed- 
ing chapter, he had laboured to shew that such was the principle or doctrine 
which is taught in the Old Testament Scriptures themselves. ‘The seed of 
Abraham,” in the highest and noblest and only really important sense of the 
phrase, means his spzritual seed ; which comprises all who imitate the faith of 
Abraham, and like him believe implicitly in the divine declarations. 

In chap. v. the apostle had implicitly justified the extension of the gospel 
privileges and blessings to all men indiscriminately, inasmuch as all were 
affected by the fall of Adam their common progenitor. Then, in chaps. vi— 
vit., he had shewn that Christ and his grace are the only effectual ground of our 
sanctification as well as justification ; that all objection to the scheme of grace, 
on the ground that it will encourage sin, not only is destitute of foundation, 
but that the sinner has no hope of resisting sin with success, but through the 
grace of the gospel ; and finally, that the sanctification of believers will issue in 
their salvation, with the same certainty as their justification does. 

But how could the Jew, accustomed as he was to pride himself in his de- 
scent from Abraham, to regard God as his peculiar and covenant God, and to ex- 
pect acceptance in consequence of his lineage and of the peculiar favours which 
had been shown to the Hebrew nation—how could he receive with approbation a 
doctrine, which not only went to prostrate all the hopes that he had cherished 
of preéminence in this world and of happiness in the world to come, and to 
place the very heathen on a level with himself, but which even advanced still 
farther, and made him more guilty than the heathen, and consequently involved 
him in higher condemnation, because he had sinned against peculiar light and 
love? Nay, the very privileges, which had been the ground of his greatest 
confidence that he must be regarded with divine approbation and entitled to 
the favour of God, had become, according to the representation of the apostle, 
the occasion of his peculiar and aggravated condemnation. 

The apostle well knew, that the haughty spirit of his countrymen could not 
easily brook all this. He expected they would accuse him of having become 
alienated from his kinsmen after the flesh, and partial to the Gentiles, since 
he was an apostle to them. It is evidently with such anticipations, that he 
wrote the chapter now before us. For he begins this, by a most solemn pro- 
fession or declaration of his sincere and ardent affection for his own nation. 
He protests against the idea, that in declaring God to be the God of the Gen- 
tiles, as well as the Jews, he has therefore abjured every kind of preéminence 
to his own people. He allows that they have enjoyed special and distinguished 
external privileges; above all, that the Messiah himself has come from the 

midst of them, vs.1—5. He then proceeds to shew, that God the ser the 











leirs of his grace where he pleases, i.e. in making the Gentilesthe κατά σπρό- 
sow πλητοί as well as Jews—in doing all this, he had violated no promise. 
word οὐκ ἐκπέπτωκε (v. 6), 1. 6. his promise made to Abraham and his seed 
istrated or annulled, because he has given up unbelieving Jews to 
and granted to believing Gentiles the privilege of being called the 
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sons of God. God has always exercised the right of choosing the recipients 
of his favours, when and where he pleases; as the Jewish Scriptures them- ἡ 
selves do testify. Abraham, for example, had several children; but in Isaac 
only was his seed called, ys. 7—9. To Isaac two sons were born, Esau and 
Jacob; yet Esau was rejected and Jacob received ; and the decision respecting 
this, was made even before they were born, vs. 10—14. God’s declaration to _ 
Moses, and his dealings with Pharaoh, exhibit the same truth in a striking 
manner, vs. 15—18. All objection to this on the ground of partiality or 
injustice, is without any good support ; inasmuch as the sovereign Lord of the 
universe has a perfect right to dispose of his own as seems good in his sight, 
vs. 19,20. He does injustice to none ; for those whom he passes by, are left 
to the course of justice and equity, vs. 21-23. The Hebrew Scriptures have 
not only displayed, in this way, God’s sovereignty in his dealings with his 
people, but they also contain express declarations that the Gentiles shall be 
brought into the church and become the children of God, vs. 24—26. Equally 
certain is it, also, that they predict the unbelief and rejection of the natural 
descendants of Abraham, ys. 27—29. Finally, the apostle sums up the whole 
matter in discussion, by declaring, that ‘the Gentiles are admitted to the gos- 
pel privilege of justification by faith, but that the Jews in general remain ina 
state of unbelief and rejection, because Christ crucified is to them a stumbling- 
block, and none but believers on him can be saved, vs. 30—33. 

It is in this way, that the apostle justifies what he had already advanced re- 
specting the Jews and the Gentiles; and in particular, what he had said in the 
eighth chapter, about the highest blessings of the gospel being bestowed on 
the κατὰ πρόϑεσιν κλητοί. The amount of the justification is this: ‘ God has 
always dealt in the like manner by his people. The Old Testament is full of 
the same doctrine, or it exhibits facts which illustrate and confirm it. It‘con- 
tains predictions concerning the very things of which the Jews now complain.’ 

Viewed in this light, (and 1 am unable to see in what other light it can 
be fairly viewed), there can be no great difficulty in deciding the question : 
What is the object of the chapter before us? Plainly the object is to illustrate, 
and defend against objections, the affirmations which the apostle had been 
making. What were these? The consummation of the whole is, that ‘ the 
κατὰ πρόϑεσιν κλητοί are predestinated, called, justified, and glorified; and 
these, both Jews and Gentiles.’ But the Jew objects, that this amounts to 
a breach of the promises made to Abraham and his seed. The apostle denies 
this. He states that the natural seed, as such, are not the specific objects of 
this promise ; and that God has always, in times past, as now under the gospel, 
chosen the objects of his favour where he pleased, without regard to any 
external privileges, advantages, or relations. 

What then has the apostle in reality been asserting in the eighth chapter, 
which he justifies and defends in the ninth? Surely the question in the eighth 
chapter is not one of external privileges or advantages; it is one of calling, 
justification, and glorification. It is one which respects the everlasting and in- 
separable love of Christ. Defence, therefore, of the sentiments inculcated in 
respect to these topics, occupies the ninth chapter. In itself, it contains not 
the great doctrine in question, that is, it_does not directly reveal or inculcate 
it. The examples of God’s sovereignty produced in it are of various kinds, 
some of them having respect to temporal advantages or disadvantages ; and 
some to both spiritual and temporal. But the principle illustrated and confirm- 
ed by all these, is the main and all-important question ; and the principle is 
that which is avowed in the eighth chapter, viz. thatthe κατὰ πρόϑεσιν κλητοί 
are the certain heirs of future glory. It is the eighth chapter then, which is 
the key of the ninth; and without keeping this in view, one may look in vain 
for the object of the various examples and illustrations which the ninth chap- 
ter exhibits. In a word, the apostle shews in the ninth chapter, that Go 
calling, justifying, and glorifying οὃς προέγνω, does only what he has a p 
right to do ; what is analagous to examples of his dealing as exhibite 
Jewish Scriptures, and what accords with the doctrines and predictio 
they contain. In this way, and in this only, can we fully see the se 
ject, and connection of the ninth chapter. 3 
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CHAP. IX. 1—3. 


(1) First of all, the apostle proceeds to the most solemn assur- 
ances of his affectionate regard for his own nation, in order to pre- 
vent the apprehension that he believed and taught as he had done re- 
specting he Gentiles, on account of being alienated in his affections 
from the Jews. The expression of his feelings is made in glowing 
terms. 

“Ahn Gevav .... Χριστῷ, 1 speak the truth in Christ. Most in- 
terpreters regard ἐν Χριστῷ as the formula of an oath; and they ap- 
peal to the Hebrew form of an oath, which prefixed Ξ (ἔν) to the ob- 
ject or person by whom any one sware. So also ἐν in the New Tes- 
tament; 6. g. Matt. 5: 34—36. Rev. 10: 6. Dan. 12: 7 (in Theodo- 
tion’s Greek Version). In this way I was early accustomed to con- 
strue the expression; and so Flatt interprets it in his Commentary. 
But Tholuck has made this interpretation very doubtful. Compare, 
for example, ἐν κυρίῳ in Eph. 4: 17, where it follows μαρτύρομαι, 
and where the formula of an oath is out of question. It is only so- 
lemn declaration, such as Christ or the Spirit of Christ prompts or 
suggests. Inlike manner we have χαρὰ ἐν Χριστῷ, ἀγάπη ἐν 
Xovorw, x. τ. λ., where an oath is of course out of all question. In- 
deed, the phrase ἐν xvoim, ἐν Χριστῷ, etc., occurs so often, in the 
sense of agreeably to what the Lord or Christ requires, or in accord- 
ance with what Christ by his Spirit suggests, that abundant analo- 
gies are at hand to justify the exegesis which is given to ἐν Χριστῷ 
here, when we construe it as meaning, in accordance with Christ, or 


agreeably to what becomes one who is in Christ, or who belongs to 


him. 

Ov ψεύδομαι repeats the πολ δὰ ahd strengthens it, although 
the negative form or λιτότης is used. Comp. John 1: 21. Eph. 4: 
25. 1 Sam. 3: 18, for the negative form of the expression; and 1 
Fie. 2: 7, for the like words. 

᾿ΖΣυμμαρτυρούσης... . ἀἄγίον, my conscience jeanne me witness, 
in the Holy Spirit. Τ᾽ must connect these words together, in the 
method of exegesis which is here preferred, and not join ov wevdo- 
wou with ἔν πνεύματι ayia, as Dr. Knapp and most other critics 
have done, making the latter phrase a part of the formula of an oath. 
The repetition of an oath here, would seem rather unlooked for and 
( essive 3 besides that no example elsewhere of Christians swearing 
Holy Ghost, can be produced. Conscience is the voice of 
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God in man; or at least, the faculty on which the influence of the 
Spirit of God seems to be specially exerted. It was a conscience 
moved and enlightened. by this Spirit, which, the apostle here solemnly 
declares, testified his affectionate regard for the Jewish nation; ἐν. 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ meaning, agreeably to the influence of the Holy 
Spirit. ' 

(2) “Ore... . μου, that I have great sorrow and continual an- 
guish in my heart. For the like expressions of sympathy and affee- 
tion towards others, comp. 1 Cor. 1:4. Phil. 1: 3, 4. Eph. 1: 16. 
1 Thes. 1:2. Rom. 1:9, 10. Philem. v. 4. 2 Tim. 1:3, 4. 2 Cor. 
11: 29. 12; 15. 

(3) A much controverted verse, and which therefore needs par- 
ticular illustration. Nearly every word has been the subject of dif- 
ferent and contested exegesis. 

Fluyouny γὰρ αὐτὸς, for I myself could wish. Compare Acts 
25: 22, ἐβουλόμην, I could wish; Gal. 4: 20, ἤϑελον, I could desire. : 
But why not translate, J did wish, i. 6. I did wish, when I was an un- 
converted Jew? Because, (1) The apostle designs to shew his present 
love to the Jews. Who questioned his strong attachment to them, 
when he persecuted Stephen and others, before his conversion? Or to 
what purpose could it be now to exhibit this, when his love to 
them since he became a Christian, is the only thing that is called in 
question? Then, (2) Neither the present εὔχομαι, nor the Optative 
εὐχοίμην, would accurately express what the apostle means here, 
Evyouae (Ind. present) would mean, I wish by way of direct and 
positive affirmation, and with the implication that the thing wished 
might take place; εὐχοίμην (Opt.), I am wishing with desire, im- 
plying the possibility that the thing wished for would take place. 
On the other hand, (ηὐχόμην) as here employed I could wish, implies, 
that whatever his desires may be, after all the thing wished for is im- 
possible, or it cannot take place ; which is doubtless the very shade of 
thought that the writer would design to express. 

᾿νάϑεμα εἶναι, to be an anathema, to be devoted to destruction, 
or to be excommunicated. This difficult and controverted word needs 
a full and satisfactory illustration. In classical Greek ἀνάϑεμα and 
ἀνάϑημα were originally altogether equivalent or synonymous; just, 
as ξυρέμα and εὕρημα were, and also ἐπίϑεμα and ἐπίϑημα, etc. . (1), 
she proper. and original meaning of ἀνάϑεμα, or ἀνάϑημα was a 
settin, f out or setting up of any thing consecrated to the gods, in t 
eS 5 such as tripods, images, statues, inscriptions, etc. The 
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exposure of such things in the temples, in any way, whether they 
hung up, stood up, or lay down, was ἀνάϑεμα᾽ the action of exposing 
them, or the exposure itself, was called ἀνάϑεμα. Hence, (2) The 
- thing itself exposed, the thing consecrated or devoted to the gods, was 
called ἀνάϑεμα᾽ by a very common principle of language, applica- 
ble to a great multitude of words. Then, (3) As any thing devoted 
or consecrated to the gods, was irrevocably given up to them, and 
was no more subject to common use; so when any living thing, beast 
or man, became an ἀναϑέμα, it was of course to be slain in sacrifice, 
and offered to the gods mostly as a piacular ‘victim. In like manner, 
under the Levitical law, every 07 or ἀνάϑεμα devoted to God, was 
incapable of redemption ; Lev. 27: 28, 29, πᾶν ἀνάϑεμα...... ἀπὸ 
ἀνθρώπου ἕως uryvovs.... οὐ λυτρωϑήσεται, ἀλλὰ Gewiteg ϑα- 
μεμα γλλδοξ ας comp. it 11: 30, 31 and 39; which, however, is 
the only instance on record in the Scriptures of a human ἀνάϑεμα, 
and which at all events, is not encouraged by the laws of Moses, 
And in consequence of such a custom or law, cities, edifices, and 
their inhabitants, which were devoted to excision or entire destruction, 
were called D711, i.e. ἀνάϑεμα as the Seventy have rendered it. So 
Jericho was 535, Josh. 6:17, comp. v. 21; and so the cities of the 
Canaanites that were utterly destroyed by Israel, were named 
727% , destruction. Any thing in fact, whether man, beast, or any 
species of property or ornament, which was to be utterly destroyed, 
was called 07 (ava%eua) by the Hebrews; see Lev. 27: 28, 29. 
Deut. 13: 15—17, and comp. 1 Καὶ, 20: 42. Is. 34: 5. Zech. 14: 11. 

The Greek words ἀναϑεματίξω and ἀνατίϑημι correspond, in 
like manner, to the Heb. ne (Hiph of D7), and mean, to pro- 
nounce to be an ἀνάϑεμα, to give up as an ἀνάϑεμα, i.e. to set 
apart or deliver over to destruction. 

But to what destruction? To natural death or spiritual, i. 6. to suf 
ferings in the present world, or those of everlasting death? Those 
who construe the word in the first way, say, that ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
means, by Christ; in which case the whole sentiment would seem to 
be: ‘I could wish to suffer temporal death inflicted by Christ, pro- 
vided this would exempt my,eountrymen from it.’ But there are 
some weighty objections to this; for the apostle is not here discussing 
the subject of the Jews’ temporal punishment or excision, but of their 
excision from the blessings of a future world, by reason of their unbe- 
lief; comp. 9: 25—33. It is the fearful doom, then, which unbelief 
sats bring on the Jews, that the apostle wishes could be averted; 
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and it is his deep concern for them in respect to this, which he desires 
to testify. It isa 07% of this kind, then, that he would consent to 
take upon himself, could they be saved by it. That ἀνάϑεμα may 
be used to signify the second death, is clear from 1 Cor. 16: 22... ‘The ᾿ 
whole tenor of the passage makes clearly against the supposition, that 
temporal excision merely is meant. aid 

In respect to ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ, (if the whole be construed as I 
have here supposed it must be in order to follow the strict principles 
of exegesis), it must mean, by Christ, i.e. it is equivalent to ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Xoistov. So clearly ἀπὸ may be used, and is often employed; e. g- 
Mark 8: 31. Luke 9: 22. 17: 25. Matt. 11:19. Luke 12:58. Acts 2: 
22. 10: 17, et saepe; see Bretschn. in verbum. 

In regard to ὑπὲρ tov... . σάρκα, on account of or in the room 
of my brethren, my kinsmen after the flesh, it plainly means, for the 
sake of my natural brethren, my kinsmen by natural descent gr gen- 
eration, i. e¢ the Jews. 

Tholuck gives a little different turn to the passage, but the same 
sense in substance. He compares ἀνάϑεμα to 07 in the later He- 
brew; which was used to denote excommunication, separation from 
the Jewish community or >>>. The Rabbins make three gradations 
of excommunication, which they call, (a) "172, seclusion, which lasted 
a month, and obliged a man to keep four-ells distant from all his 
household. (Ὁ) The 04, which forbade all intercourse, action, 
eating, drinking, etc., with any one, and all approach on the part of 
the excommunicated person to the synagogue. (c) The Nnvaw (from 
mau , excludere), which designated utter exclusion on the part of God 
and man, and the being given up to destruction. A tremendous ex- 
ample of the Rabbinic 04m is produced by Buxtorf, Lex. Rabb. p. 
828. I subjoin it below, for the information of the curious reader.* 





* « By the authority of the Lord of lords, let A. B. be an.anathema (6%) in 
both houses of judgment, in that above and that beneath ; let him be anathema 
by the holy beings on high, by the Seraphim and Ophannim [5°3£58,, wheels, 
see Ezek. 1: 16, seq., a superior order of angels]; let him be anathema by the 
whole church, great and small. Let plagues great and real be upon him; 
diseases great and horrible. Let his habitation be that of dragons; let his star 
be darkened with clouds. Let him be an object of wrath, indignation, and 
anger; let his corpse be given to wild beasts and serpents. Let his enemies 
and adversaries exult over him; let his silver and gold be given to others; let 
his children be exposed at the door of his enemies; and let posterity be aston- 
ished at his fate. Let him be cursed by the mouth of Addiriron and Achtariel, 
by the mouth of Sandalphon and Hadraniel, by the mouth of Hansasiel and 
chiel, by the mouth of Seraphiel and Sagansiel, by the mouth of Michi 
Gabriel, by the mouth of Raphael and Mesharetiel. [These are the ne 











ingels.] Let him be cursed by the mouth of Zabzabib, and by the mouth of 
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In this way, ἀνάϑεμα ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ would mean, one ban- 
ished, cut off, separated from Christ ; which would involve, however, 
all the consequences that are involved in the preceding exegesi 

But on the whole, as the preceding sense is most consonant with 
Scriptural and classical usage, I should give it the preference. The 
sentiment then is: ‘Such is my love for my kinsmen after the flesh, 
that, were it possible, I would devote myself to the destruction which 
threatens them, could they but escape by such means.’ 


In respect to the objections urged against this sentiment, they do 
not seem to be weighty. It is asked: ‘How could the apostle be wil- 
ling to be forever cast off and separated from Christ? How could he 
be willing to become a sinner and to be miserable forever?’ I answer, 
(1) The possibility that such could or would be the case, is not at all 
implied in what he says; no more than the possibility that “an angel 
from heaven should preach another gospel,” is implied by what is said 
in Gal, 1:8. It is merely a case supposed or stated, for the sake of 
illustrating or expressing a feeling or sentiment. (2) Even supposing 
the actual possibility of the exchange in question was believed by the 
apostle, it would not imply that Wadhiglt-he was willing to be a sinner, 
or to be forever miserable. It would imply merely, that he would be 
willing, in case he could save the whole nation, to take on himself the 
miseries to which they were hastening. And a sentiment like this, is 
surely capable of a rational and sober defence. If benevolence would 
lead Paul to undergo any assignable degree of suffering, in the present 
life, in order to promote the evarlasting welfare of the Jewish nation ; 
would not the like benevolence lead him to undergo any assignable 
degree of misery in a future world for the same purpose, provided such 
a purpose could be answered by it? Who can draw the line where 
benevolence would stop.short; except it be, where the evil suffered was 
to be equal to the good accomplished, or even greater? Could Paul 
have the genuine spirit of his Lord and Master, unless he could truly 
say what he has said in the passage before us? But, (3) The inference 
that Paul “was willing to be damned,” or that Christians must come to 
such a state of willingness, is made without any ground from the verse 
in question. If Paul’s being cast off by the Saviour could occasion the 
reception and salvation of the whole Jewish people, this apostle ex- 
presses his readiness to submit to it. But as such a thing was impossi- 





Habhabib, who is the great God, [these names are Cabbalistic ones of the 
Divinity]; and by the mouth of the seventy names of the great King [Jeho- 
vah]; and on the part of Tsortak the great chancellor, [another mysterious 
name}. Let him be swailowed up, like Korah and his company ; with terror 
and trembling let his breath depart. May the rebuke of Jehovah slay him; 
may he be strangled, like Ahithophel, by his own counsel! May his lep- 
rosy be like that of Gehazi ; and may there be no resurrection of his remains! 
Let not his sepulchre be with that of Israel. Let his wife be given to 
others ; let them embrace her, while he is giving up the ghost.—In this anath- 
ema let A. B. remain; and let this be his inheritance. But on me, and on all 
Israel, may God bestow peace with his blessing !” 


a 
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ble; and as he really Knew it to be so; all that we can well suppose the 
passage teaches, is, that the apostle possessed such a feeling of beneyo- 
lence toward the Jewish nation, that he was ready to do or suffer any 
thing whatever, provided their salvation might be secured by it. In 
other words, this is a high and glowing expression, springing from an 
excited state of feeling, which the use of common language could not 
at all satisfy. And in making use of such an expression, Paul did not 
depart from a mode of speaking which is still very common in the 
East. The Arabians, for crap very 3 commonly, in order to testify 


strong affection, say, Ge fx st Ἐπ let my soul be a ransom for 
thee. So Maimonides (Sanhed. fol. 13. 1), in explaining the Talmudic 
expression ἼΠΉΞΞ 5% see, I am thy ransom, states, that this is a 


common expression of strong affection. 
So in the verse before us, the whole is evidently and necessarily 


designed to express strong affection. But what expression of this would 


be uttered, if we suppose the apostle merely to say, (as not a few critics 
maintain), that he once was desirous of being cut off from Christ, viz. 
before his conversion, when he persecuted the church. But how could 
he be cut off from him, who never had been joined to him? And what 
evidence was this of present affection? Or if it be construed as meaning, 
‘cut off, destroyed, i.e. put to death, by Christ ;’ did the apostle actually 
wish this before he was converted? And if he did, what had this to 
do with the salvation of his brethren and kinsmen ? 

It is possible, indeed, to construe ἄνάϑεμα as implying temporal 
death or destruction; and to suppose the apostie to say: ‘I could wish 
that I might suffer the punishment which Christ is about to inflict on 


the Jews, in their stead.’ The emphasis would not be wholly destroyed 


by this interpretation. But it would be greatly diminished. And then, 
the context nowhere leads us to consider the subject of temporal de- 
struction, as being here agitated in the mind of the apostle. It is only 
the ‘wrath of God which is revealed from heaven’ against the impeni- 
tent and unbelieving, to which he considers them in this place as ex- 
posed. He is writing to Jews at Rome, not in Palestine. 

T must adopt then the above given of the verse before us, 
viz. ‘Such is my affection for my Jewish brethren after the flesh, t lat 
could I put myself in their stead, and take on me the consequences of 
unbelief to which they are aon I would willingly do it, in order 
that they might be saved.’ Truly, “a love stronger than death, which 
many, waters could not quench, nor floods drown !” 


(4) ᾿Ισραηλῖται, Israelites, i.e. who bear the honourable or far- 
famed name of Israelites; comp. Gen. 32: 28. 2 Cor. 11: 22. Phil. 3: 


δ. This however is only an external privilege ; for they are not all 


Israelites in truth, nh are of Israelitish descent, Rom. 9: 6; none 


3: 28, 29. ς Ἄς 
ο ὯΩν ἡ cibaelasalans is the sonship, i. 6. ides vein of sons or 
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τὐβόκοι; comp. Ex, 4: 22, 23. Deut. 32: 5, 6 14: 1. ΨΝ 11:1. 
The meaning is, that God bore a special relation to Israel ; or rather, 
that Israel stood in a special relation to him, and was treated with 
distinguished and peculiar affection. This last circumstance forms 
the special ground of the viodeoia. But this υἱοϑεσία was external, 
and consisted with the Jewish nation’s being in a very imperfect 
state; comp. Gal. 4: 1—3. 2 Cor. 3:6—18. As the antithesis of 
this, comp. Gal. 4: 4—7. Rom. 8: 14—17. 
᾿ die may have the sense here of glory, and be joined with vio- 
ϑεσία in the way of Hendiadys, so that the meaning would be, glori- 
ous adoption or sonship, i.e. one which is worthy of praise, which 
deserves to be mentioned with honour. And this method ‘Tholuck 
prefers. But the objection to this is, that the epithet δόξα appears to 
be too strong for a mere external viotsolw: and besides all this, all 
the other nouns which precede and follow, stand single. On this 
account I must prefer giving to δόξα the sense of i233, and regard 
it here as designating the visible splendor which was tha symbol of 
Jehovah’s presence, and which was peculiarly manifested in the sanc- 
tum sanctorum of the temple ; comp.,Ex. 25: 22. 40: 34, 35. Lev. 9: 
6. Ezek. 1: 28. 3: 23. 8:4. It is true indeed, that in all these pas- 
sages we have 137 1139 (δόξα ϑεοῦ), and not simply 152>. But 
the Targum, which employs mn > ane3e for TIT? TiS, also em- 
ploys 8H22W (Shechinah) alone in the same. sense. Paul then may 
have here used δόξα elliptically, in ἃ. δον ρρνδιάρ, manner ; and so 
(with Beza, Turretin, Heumann, and others) I suppose that he has 
employed it. The sentiment then is: ‘To the Israelites belonged 
the visible splendor or glory, which was indicative of the immediate 
presence of Jehovah? : 

Ζιαϑήκαν seems here to indicate the covenants made at different 
times, with Abraham, Jacob, Moses, etc.—Noyuodeora, legislation or 
system of laws, viz. the Mosaic legislation or Jaws; as to the distin- — 
guished privilege of these, comp. Deut. 4:5—8. Ps. 147: 19, 20. 
Rom. 2: 18, 19.— “ατρεία, service, 13133 , rites of the temple, priest- 
hood, ete.—'Enayyehias, the promises, viz. those which had sei 
to the Messiah ; comp. Gal. 3: 16. 

(5) ἴῶν οἱ πατέρες, whose are the fathers; i.e. whose semoeindtatle 
were the fathers, Abraham, etc., to whom so many promises (énayye- 
Aiae) were made, and who are so distinguished in sacred history. 

᾿ξ dv... . σάρκα, from whom [descended] Christ, in respect to 
the flesh, i. e. in respect to his human or inferior nature, or so far as 


376 ROMANS 9: 5. 








he was man; comp. Rom. 1: 3. But if he had no thor nature, why 
should such a distinction as is implied by κατὰ σάρκα, be here desig- 
nated? Would a sacred writer say of David, for example, that he was 
descended from Abraham κατὰ σάρχα If this should be said, it 
would imply that κατὰ πνεῦμα he was not descended from Abraham, 
but from some one else. But here, the other nature of Christ is de- 
signated by the succeeding phrase, 0 av ἐπὶ πάντων ϑεύς. d 

Ὃ av... ἀμήν, who is God over all, blessed forever, Amen. 
ὧν is equivalent to, or the same as, ὅς ἐστι, who is; for so the article 
followed by a participle is often employed in the Greek language; 
see John 1: 18. 3: 13. 12: 17. 2 Cor. 11: 31,6 Geog... ὁ ὧν εὐλο- 
γητὸς %.t.4.— Ent πάντων, being placed here between the article ὁ 
and the noun ϑεὺς to which this article belongs, is of course an ad- 
jective as to meaning, and designates the idea of supreme. Some 
indeed have understood ἐπὲ πάντων as meaning ἐπὶ πάντων πατέρων" 
but this is plainly a forced and frigid exegesis. In Hebrew, "7 TEN 
niNax and "JW are epithets of Jehovah, the supreme God ; and to 
these παντοχράτωρ in the Septuagint corresponds; e.g. 2 Sam. 5: 
10. 1 Chron. 11: 9. Jer. 5: 14. Amos 3: 13. Zach. 1: 3, seq., et alibi. 
So in the Apocalypse, παντοκράτωρ often appears as an epithet of 
Jehovah, e.g. Rev. 1:8. 4:8. 11:17. 15: 3, ete. Now eo 
Two is for sbspinive the equivalent of ἐπὶ πάντων as to meaning ; ; 
that 6 nl πάντων ϑεός must be altogether equivalent to ϑεὸς mav- 
τοκράτωρ. 

Evioynrosg is equivalent to the Hebrew jina. The Jewish Rab- 
bies, from time immemorial, have been accustomed, whenever the ἡ 
name of God is mentioned, to add 815 ‘F172, blessed is he. So Paul 
here, after calling Christ, as to his higher nature, 6 ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων 
ϑεός, adds, εὐλογητὸς εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, i.e. 12) pbist ἼΠΞ. Com- 
pare now the same appellation given to God in Mark 14: 61. Whether 

Pn ascription of divine honour to Christ is intended, by applying to him 
here the word εὐλογητός, the reader may satisfy himself by comparing 
the use of this word in 2 Cor. 1: 3. 11: 31. Eph. 1: 3. 1 Pet. 1: 3. 
Luke 1: 68. That divine honour is ascribed to Christ by the heav-— 

~ enly hosts, (and the same too which is rendered to the Father), ap- 
pears from Rev. 5: 19,14. Nor can it be objected that it is contrary 
to the usage of Paul, to name Christ 0<0¢° for so he is called in Tit: 
“1:98, and the great God in Tit. 2: 13; moreover he is sgrrscemte oF 
iow ϑεῷ in Phil. 2:6; and as ϑεός in John 1: 1; not to mention 


troverted, but seemingly well authenticated reading (ϑεός) in. 
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1 Tim. 3: 16. Nor is it any objection to this, that in 1 Cor. 15: 24— 
28, the apostle represents the Son as renouncing or laying aside his 
supremacy or dominion, at the final consummation of all things; for 
the office of the Messiah, and the dominion of the Messiah as such, 
must of course cease, when all the objects of that office and that do- 
minion shall have been fully accomplished. In reference to this kind 
of dominion, Christ is called κύρεος in 1 Cor. 8: 6; and it is such a 
dominion which is represented as bestowed on him in Phil. 2: 9—11. 
“Col. 1: 17, 18. Heb. 1: 8. 2:5—9. 8: 1. 
Neither the grammatical arrangement of the text,ghen,nor th 
nt eh the apostle elsewhere, require us, (may I not say 





permit us, to give a different interpretation to the words of the verse 
in question. Nor do any various readings of the verse occur, which 
are of any authority at all. It has been conjectured, indeed, that we 
should read ὧν 0 %.1.A., 1. 6. whose is the God over all, etc.; so 
Whitby, Crellius, Taylor, and others. But not to say, that taking 
such liberties with the text is fairly gut of question, (which sure- 
ly must be granted), it will be enough to compare the sentiment 
which the passage thus modified would give, with Rom. 3: 29, 30. 
This then is one of the cases, in which Paul has directly asserted 
Christ to be supreme God, and has accordingly rendered to him the 
, sacred doxology. ees 


The efforts to evade this conclusion have been many and strenuous. 
The interpretations which have resulted from them, may be divided 
into two classes ; viz. : 

, 1. Those which put a full period after σάρκα, and make the remain- 

der of the verse a doxology to God the Father. So Erasmus, in the 
enlarged edition of his Notes; so Enjeddin, Whiston, Semler, and 
others. But, (a) It was long ago noted by Bengel, (with whom Faustus 
Socinus also agrees), that in all classes of doxology, ‘J;93 in Hebrew, 
and εὐλογητός in Greek, precede the name of God who is blessed. So 
the laws of grammar beyond all doubt demand ; for 7172 am would 
mean, the blessed Jehovah, i.e. the blessed Jehovah does this or that; for 
both words (thus arranged) make out merely the subject of a sentence. 
On the contrary, 7° 7 Ξ means, blessed is or blessed be Jehovah ; Je- 
hoyah being the subject of the sentence, and J1"2 the predicate. So, 
more than thirty times, the words ‘7172 in. Hebrew and εὐλογητός in 
Greek are placed in the Old Testament; as any one may see by 
consulting Tromm’s Concordance under εὐλογητός. The same is 
the case with all the examples in the New Testament. Only one 
that I can find, in all the Bible, differs from this; and this is Ps. 
67: 19 (Sept); where however the repetition of εὐλογητός is plainly an 
error of the scribes, as it has no corresponding repetition in the Hebrew, 
and is against all analogy ; I mean in respect to the first instance in 
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which it here occurs. (Ὁ) Construed in this way, ὧν is entirely useless 
and destitute of meaning, and the addition of it is altogether unaccoun- 
table. The natural and only proper order of the text would be: Evdo- 
γητὸς ὃ ἐπὶ πάντων Seog κι τι}. (c) In this mode of interpretation, 
there is no antithesis to κατὰ σάρκα, which plainly requires one; as the 
natural inquiry is: If Christ be descended from David only κατὰ THOR, 
what is he as to his higher nature ? 

IJ. Another class of critics, viz. Locke, Clarke, Justi, Ammon, and 
others, put a full period after πάντων, and then make a doxology of the 
sequel. In this way the difficulty last suggested, with regard to the 
interpretation No. I, is in a measure removed, as a kind of antithesis is 
made out by 6 ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων, se. πάντων πατέρων, i, 6. Christ in his 
human nature was a descendant of David, but still was a personage of 
exalted dignity, being elevated above all the Jewish fathers who are the 
objects of so much encomium in sacred history, and of so much vene- 
ration among the Jewish people. But still there are weighty objections 
against this mode of pointing and explaining the text ; for (a) The diffi- 
culty in regard to the position of εὐλογητός, is the same here as has 
been already described above, under No. I. a. If it were,doxology, it 
must be written, εὐλογητὸς ὃ ϑεὸς x. 1.4. But as there are no author- 
ities, either of manuscripts or versions, for such an arrangement, so we 


* are not at liberty tomake it; and if we do so, we must do it arbitrarily. 


(b) In such acase the noun ϑεύς voust have the article, as being the sub- 
ject of the sentence, and in its own nature customarily requiring it. So 
uniformly in the Sept. and in the New Testament, where ϑεός is the 
subject in a doxology with εὐλογητός, it takes the article; e.g. Gen. 9: 
96. 14: 20. 24:27. 1 Sam. 25: 32. 2 Sam. 18: 28 1 Κα. 1:48. 5: 7. 8: 
15. 2 Chron. 2:12. 6: 4. Ez. 7:46. Ps. 17: 50. 40: 14. 65: 19. 67: 20, 
38. 71: 19. 105: 47. 143: 1. Dan, 3: 29. Luke 1: 68. 2 Cor. 1: 3. Eph. 
1:3. 1 Pet. 1:3. In regard to κύριος, the usage of the Sept. varies ; 
e.g. 1 Sam, 25:39, εὐλογητὸς ὃ κύριος, according with the usage of ϑεός" 
but in other passages the article is omitted, eg. Ex. 18: 10. Ruth 
4: 14. Ps. 123: 5. 134: 21. But no instance of the like variation can 
I find, in respect to Seog. The example in our text must stand 
alone, if it be one, of ϑεός in a doxology with εὐλογητός, and yet with- 
out the article. (c) To break off a sentence with ὃ ὧν ἐπὲ πάντων, 
seems at least to make it very abrupt and incomplete. To what can 
πάντων refer, in such a connection, except to the fathers? And to say 
that the Messiah was exalted abcve the Jewish patriarchs, although it 
might be saying something, would not seem to be saying very much, 
considering the efficacy which Paul had been ascribing to his love and 
sufferings and death, and the greatness which he had ascribed to his 
power. (d) There is something incongruous in a doxology here to 
- God the Father ; which even Crellius himself suggests, (Axteme 
i an.) The apostle is here expressing the deepest and mos 
—unfeigned regret of his soul, that pocrtarianding the exalted and pr 
HRs. . ive Pe : Oy ie . ot oie 
~ culia: privileges o the Jewish nation, they had by their unbelief for- 
feited them all, and made themselves obnoxious to a most terrible con- 
demnation. To break out into a doxology here, would be (as Flatt 
suggests) like saying: ‘ These special privileges have, by being abused, 









ῃ 







ROMANS 9: 5. 379 











$$$ -΄ Ο ςςς-Κς.--------- 


contributed greatly to enhance the guilt and punishment of the Jewish 
nation ; God be thanked that he has given them such privileges!’ It is 
a duty, indeed, to be grateful for blessings which are bestowed ; but— 
all in its proper place. Doxologies are not appropriate to sraphs, 
which give an account of mercies abused, and deep cil aoe, 
(e) Besides all this, the abruptness of a doxology here, which could 
contain no reference to God as mentioned in the preceding context (for 
he is not there mentioned), is plain and striking; and also, as Noesselt, 
Flatt, Koppe, and Ewald have observed, it would be without example. 
Comp. Rom. 1: 25. 11: 36. 

The remark of Eckermann and Justi, that εὐλογητός is required to 
stand before ϑεός in a doxology, only when this doxology stands at the 
beginning of a sentence, is not true in point of fact; e.g. Gen. 14: 20, 
where καὶ shews that εὐλογητός is not at the heetnniag of a sentence. 
2 Sam. 22: 47. Ps. 17: 46. 67: 35. In the last case, one might contend 
τ ai that εὐλογητός begins a new sentence ; but then, where TOE. 
not, on the same ground? The burden of proof lies on those, who as- 
sert that εὐλογητός need not be prefixed, except it stand at the beginning 
. of asentence; and where are the instances in which it is not prefixed? 
The only one (except an instance of a manifestly corrupt text, Ps. 67: 
19), is the very verse in question. To assume the principle in question 
then, is to take for granted the very point in dispute. 

The remark of Déderlein, that ἀμήν necessarily implies an Optative 
doxology, (sc. εὐλογητὸς εἴ ᾿ ϑεός), is disproved by Rom, 1: 25, where ὅς 
ἐστιν εὐλογητὸς. . ἀμήν, are the words of Paul, i.e. the apostle 
speaks in the Indicative mode, and not in the Optative. The same is 
the case in 1 Pet. 4: 11, ᾧ [sc. Hea vel χριστῷ] ἐστιν ἡ δόξα κ. τ. A. 
And in other cases where no verb is supplied, e.g. Rom. 16: 27. Gal. 
1: 5. 1 Tim, 1: 17. 6: 16. 2 Tim, 4: 18, etc., it is not by any means cer- 
tain, (as the above explicit instances of Indicative usage show), that the 
Optative εἴη, rather than the Indicative ἐστέ, is to be supplied. 

Nor does the remark of Erasmus, that in some of the manuscripts 
of Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrysostom, Deus or ϑεός is wanting, in the 
citations of Rom. 9: 5, prove any thing ; for these are evidently omis- 
sions of copyists, since all the best shanpececple of these fathers insert 
Deus or ϑεός. 

Grotius is still more wasuc rting that the Ryrine ver- 


sion, (the Peshito) omits ϑεός " for ἜΝ version has δῷ SS fos 
Deus super omnia. Stolz, in his German version, has left 
out ϑεός" whether on the authority of Cintas as above, or because he 


thought it a disagreeable appendage to the text, does notappear. After 
ali these proposed changes, however, of punctuation, of the order of 








the | and of the substance of it, the text, as it now stands, remains 
y untouched by.any. criticism which can havesany considerable 
weight with men 0 uous a inds, That those who deny 


the divinity of Christ, e solicitous to avoid the force of this 

text, is not unnatural ; for while it remains in the records of the New 

Testament, it stands an_ irrefragable evidence of what Paul believed, 
εν 
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ae ae ” a τε, 
asserted, and taught, relative to this subject. ΤΠ only way in which 
any avoiding of its force is practicable, seems to be, to assert that 6 ὧν 
ἐπὶ πάντων ϑεός is meant to designate the supremacy of Christ as Medi- 
ator, in which capacity he is quasi Deus, and is styled D> in the 
like capacity, n Ps. XLV. In pursuing this course, more probability 
than is now exhibited in the various evasions that I have above noticed, 
and also more ingenuousness, might be shown. But still the general 
and spontaneous feeling of an unprejudiced reader must always be, (at 
least so it seems to me), that God over all means supREME Gop, and that 
εὐλογητὸς εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, ἀμήν, can be applied only to him who is truly 
divine. de a TT pg 
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CHAP. ΙΧ. 6---18. 

The apostle, having expressed his strong affection toward his own nation, 
and described the claims to preéminence which they had hitherto enjoyed, now 
proceeds to shew that all these do not make out any good grounds of preference 
in a spiritual respect. He teaches them clearly, that it is not the simple fact 
of natural descent from Abraham, which makes them his children in the 
higher and Scriptural sense of this word. ‘ They are not all Israel, who are of 
Israel;’ and even among the natural descendants of Abraham, God did in 
ancient times make a wide distinction. Consequently, the mere fact of natural 
descent can prove nothing, as to the point of spiritual rights or claims, vs. 
6—13. 

(6) Οὐχ οἷον δέ, a controverted expression ; which however may 
be rendered plain in two ways; either, (1) Οἷον is to be taken as οἷς 
or ὥσπερ, to which it is very often equivalent, (see Passow on οἷος, 
No. 6); and then we may translate: J¢ is not so that, etc.; just as we 
translate μη wo Ore, 2 Thess. 2:2. (2) Οἷον in classic Greek often 
stands for ὅτι τοῖον (Passow, No. 2. b); in which case, we may ren- 
der;: “No such thing [do I assert], viz. ὅτε ἐκπέπτωκεν x.t.4. The 
former method I prefer, as being most simple. The meaning is: ‘But 
what I have said in respect to the defection of Israel, does not at all 
imply that the promises of God are not sure and certain.’ é, but, 
continuative and adversative. ὦ 

Tholuck is mistaken, when, in objecting to οἷον δὲ being here 
used as equivalent to οἷόν τὲ, he says the latter must always have the 
Infinitive after it. Οἷός τε with an Infinitive, has indeed the mean- 
ing, possibile est, etc. ; but οἷός τε is often employed without an Infin- 
itive, and in the sense of so as, such as, like; and even without an 

_ Infinitive it sometimes means, possible; see Passow on οἷος No. 2. e. 
_ No. 8, c. However, I do not find οἷον δὲ employed in the sense of 
οἷον re, possible. Consequently I must prefer the rendering given 
above. ἫΝ ‘hae 
᾿ Abyos, promise, word, in the sense of something promised ; so, of- 
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ten, in Biiglish! e.g. he has given his word.— Exnéntonev, feasted, 
Bien frustrated, ir ritum factum est. So the Hebrew 552, which cor- 
responds in sense with ἐκπέπτωκε᾽ 6. g. in Josh. 21: 45. 1K. 8: 56. 
2 K. 10: 10. 

Ov yao... . ᾿Ισραήλ, for not all who are of Israel, are Israel ; 
i. e. not all the natural descendants of Abraham, are Israelites in the 
true, spiritual, scriptural sense of the word. The Talmud, Tract. 
Sanhed. cap. 11, expresses the feelings and views of the Jews relative 
to their claims of preéminence : Nar DD> PZT WI SN WWD, 1. 6. 
all Israel have their portion in the world to come. But such claims 
are rejected by our text and the sequel; as well as by Rom. m1. John 
8: 39. Matt. 3: 9. Gal. 3:9, 28, 29. Iwao here shews, that what fol- 
lows is designed for illustration and confirmation. _ 

(7) «Σπέρμα, natural descendants.— Τέκνα, children, here in the 
higher spiritual sense, like that of “σραήλ above, in the second in- 
stance.— Aid’ ἐν Πσαὰκ.. ... σπέρμα, but, “ In Isaac shall thy seed 
be called;’ i, e. in the person of Isaac, thy seed, viz. thy descendants 
who are to stand in a covenant relation to me, shall be chosen or se- 
lected. These same τέκνα are, in the next verse, called ra τέχνα 
τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. In v.5 above, ἐπαγγελίαν (ἢ 5) are reckoned 
among the external privileges which the Israelites enjoyed. But even 
these, only a part of Abraham’s natural descendants enjoyed. Ish- 
mael, Abraham’s eldest son, was excluded from the covenant relation; 
and so were Abraham’s six sons by Keturah, Gen. 25: 1—5. 

"Exayyehiag in v. 8, however, refers to the promises in Gen. 15: 
4,5. 17: 15, 16, 19, 21, (see v. 9). Isaac was in a special sense the 
son of promise ; and his natural descendants, therefore, may be styled 
τέκνα τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 

(8) Zour’ ἔστιν, that is, i. 6. which signifies, which means.— 
Ou ra... . ϑεοῦ, it is not the natural descendants [of Abraham] who 
are the children of God. Τὰ τέκνα τῆς σαρκὸς plainly means phys- 
ical or natural descendants, children in the first and literal sense. 
But the sense of τέκνα τοῦ ϑεοῦ is not so obvious. Is it here used 
to designate the children of God in the highest spiritual sense of this 
term? I think not; for it is Isaac and his descendants as such, who 
are here contradistinguished from Ishmael and the other six sons of 
Abraham and their descendants. The point here insisted on is, that 
natural descent from Abraham did not of itself entitle any one to the 
high spiritual privileges of the gospel; that the Jew had no more 
right than the Gentile, to expect any peculiar favour to himself merely 
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on such a sient But how does the ΜΝ ἜΡΙΝ and confirm 
this principle? By shewing that in ancient times, the promise of a 
numerous seed who should stand in a covenant relation to God, and 
enjoy peculiar external privileges on this account, was not made to 
the natural descendants of Abraham as such, but only to those: natural 
descendants who would spring from Isaac the son of peculiar prom- 
ise. In other words; Ishmael and the sons of Abraham by Keturah, 
had no share in the covenant-engagements made with the promised 
seed. 
The deduction from all this is, that God does not dispense his 
blessings or favours according to claims grounded on mere natural 
descent or external privileges, but according to his own infinite wis- 
dom and pleasure. In other words, the claims of men on the ground 
of birth, or external privilege, or merit of their own, are not the 
ground of decision on the part of God, with respect to the blessings 
which he may bestow upon them. ‘The first two of these constitute 
no ground at all of claim; and the last, also, has no foundation, inas- 
much as all men are sinners and are deserving of the divine displeas- 
ure. Of course, the reasons why God gives to these, and withholds 
from those, are with himself; they are not grounded on our claims or 
merits. Reasons he doubtless has, and these of the best kind; for 
who will venture to tax infinite wisdom and goodness with doing any 
thing without good and sufficient reason? But then these reasons — 
‘God has kept to himself; he has not revealed them to us. When 
this is the case, the apostle speaks of him as acting xara τὴν πρόϑε- 
σιν αὐτοῦ---κατὰ τὴν ορισμένην βουλὴν καὶ πρόγνωσιν αὐτοῦ, ete. 
But nothing can be farther from truth, than to suppose that a Being 
of infinite wisdom and goodness ever acts arbitrarily, or without the 
best of reasons; although they may be, and often are, unknown to us. 
That τέκνα τοῦ ϑεοῦ may mean, ‘the children of promise in 
respect to the external privileges and blessings of the ancient cove- 
nant or dispensation,’ is clear from the manner in which τέκνα (0722) 
is applied to the whole body of Israelites, in Deut. 32:5, 6. 14:1. 
Hos. 11: 1. Ex. 4: 22,23. Of the same nature is τὰ τέχνα τῆς 
ἐπαγγελίας. It designates those on whom the promised blessings 
were bestowed, which are mentioned above in vs. 4, 5; or else those 
‘who were the descendants of Isaac, himself a τέκνον τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 
‘In the same manner σπέρμα; at the close of the verse, is to be under- 
stood, i. 6. as equivalent to τέχνα ϑεοῦ in the sense just explained, or 
as payin Gen. 17:8. acy sas geen 
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The argument and illustration of the apostle, according to this 
explanation, stand thus: ‘ All claims of the Jews to the spiritual 
privileges and blessings of Christ’s kingdom, on the ground of natural 
descent from Abraham, are futile. Even in ancient times, God did 
not confer the blessings and privileges of his ancient dispensation on 
such a ground. Only one of Abraham’s sons was selected as the 
object of God’s peculiar covenant. Consequently, it is no strange 
thing that God should deal in like manner with Abraham’s natural 
descendants, at the present time.’ 

The question is not, whether the distinction made in ancient 
times among the natural descendants of Abraham, and to which the 
apostle here refers, was one which had direct respect to their condi- 
tion in a future world, i. e. to the highest spiritual blessings; for most 
clearly this is not the case. Surely all the natural descendants of 
Isaac were not called in this sense. The distinction adverted to 
here, must be that which had respect to the external covenant-rela- 

‘tion of the Israelites, as a nation, to God. But the essential question, 
in respect to the meaning of the whole passage, is: Why does the 
apostle adduce such an example here of God’s bestowing blessings 
κατὰ πρόϑεσεν αὐτοῦ; The answer to this must be, that he adduces it 
in order to justify the principle which is concerned with the fore-or- 
daining, calling, justifying, and glorifying the κλητοί described in 
chap. VIII. But this surely does not pertain to mere external privi- 
leges in the present world. 

The amount of the whole is, that Paul in order to illustrate ai 
defend God’s proceedings in respect to bestowing spiritual blessings 
of the highest kind, adduces examples from the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures, where the principle concerned is exactly the same, as that 
which is concerned with the calling and glorifying of the κλητοί, viz. 
where the blessings bestowed are not conferred on the ground of be- 
ing a natural descendant of Abraham, nor on the ground of merit or 
desert, but κατὰ πρόϑεσιν ϑεοῦ. Now certainly God can no more 
be unjust in great things than in small ones; and if he was not un- 
just in selecting the objects of his temporal favours κατὰ πρόϑεσιν 
αὐτοῦ, why should we regard him as unjust in selecting the objects 
of his highest spiritual favours in the same way ; that is, not accord- 
ing to claim or merit on the part of men, (for these belong not to 
them), but according to reasons, good and sufficient ones, known 
only to himself? Such as are inclined to feel that this would be 
wrong on the part of God, and that it is in any measure proper for 
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us to ΡΝ, of this, will do well to read the equal of this libiter 
with a candid, humble, inquiring mind. 

(9) Ἰδυιμνμδήν an .... υἱός, for this was the word of the 
promise: “ According to this time will I come, and Sarah shall have 
a son,’ Gen 18: 10, 14. This shows who the children of the pro- 
mise were, that are described in the preceding verse, viz. the descend- 
ants of Isaac the son thus promised. Hence the yee at the begin- 
ning of the verse. 

Kara tov καιρὸν τοῦτον, according to this time. In Hebrew the 
whole phrase runs thus: M27 nyD PSX awa siw, I will surely 
return or come back to thee, when the time shall be renewed, Gen. 18: 
10. The word 1753 seems to be simply an adjective, as the text now 
stands, and to mean living again, in the sense of being renewed. So 
Gesenius and Tholuck ; comp. Gen. 17: 21 and 18:14, οὶ. The 
Sept. reads in this last case, εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τοῦτον ἀναστρέψω πρὸς 
σὲ εἰς ὥρας. What is meant by εἰς ρας, unless it be exactly, at the 
very hour, I am unable to conjecture. In regard to τοῦτον (which 
seems to be put for 731), one almost spontaneously falls upon the 
conjecture, that the Sept. and Paul must have read M17 in Gen. 
18: 10, 14, instead of 517 ; which is by no means improbable, con- 
sidering that the ancient manuscripts were destitute of vowel points, 
and that the two words 7n and "7 are so nearly alike. 

(10) The apostle having thus shewn, that the promised seed was 
not all the natural descendants of Abraham, but only a select part of 
them, he now advances a step farther, and goes on to shew, that not 
only did God make a distinction κατὰ πρόϑεσυν ἀυτοῦ among the 
natural descendants of Abraham, but that even among the descend- 
ants of him who was “ the son of promise,” he made a like distinc- 
tion; and this too, in a case where the respective merit or desert of 
the parties could not possibly be the ground of distinction. Thus, in’ 
respect to the descendants of Isaac; Jacob his younger son was 
chosen as the object of favour, and Esau the elder son, who accord- 
ing to the custom of the patriarchs had higher rights, was rejected. 
Yea, this reception of the one to special favour, and rejection of the 
other, was determined on before the children were born, i. 6. before’ 
they could have done either good or evil, or in other words, before 
they could have possessed any merit or demerit. Consequently the 
πρόϑεσις of God was + mR to his sa and not ΜΝ ἔργων or 
onthe ground of merit. Ae TEA aad 

. The reason why the abcinla tilde this baile of God's: mr 
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the objects of his favour, to the one which he had already produced, 
seems to be, in order to prevent the objections which might not un- 
naturally be made in respect to the force of that example. ‘The Jews 
might say: ‘As to Ishmael, he was only the son οὔ" ἃ bond-woman, 
and therefore had no good title to be an heir of promise. And as to 
the sons of Keturah, they were much younger than Isaac, who of 
course was entitled to the rights of primogeniture. On these grounds 
we may suppose the preference was given to Isaac.’ 

In order to foreclose every thing of this nature, the apostle now 
produces an example of ἡ κατ᾿ ἐκλογὴν πρόϑεσις, which effectually 
accomplishes his object. Esau was not only the son of Rebecca, the 
lawful, proper, and only wife of Isaac, but he was the elder son, and 
therefore entitled by usage to the rights of primogeniture. Yet not- 
withstanding all this, Jacob was preferred to him, and was chosen as 
the τέκνον τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 

The bearing which all this has on the main subject of the apostle, 
is plain. ‘If God did, κατ᾽ ἐκλογήν, make such distinctions among 
the legitimate and proper children of Isaac, the son of promise, then 
the same God may choose, call, justify, and glorify those who are 
κλητοί in respect to the heavenly inheritance. If it is not unjust or 
improper, in one case, to distribute favours κατὰ πρόϑεσιν αὐτοῦ, 
then it is not in another.’ 

Οὐ μόνον δέ, and not only; an incomplete or elliptical expression, 
which has been filled out in different ways by different critics. The 
most natural of these seems to be, to supply τοῦτο. ‘Then the senti- 
ment is simply : ‘Not only was such the case with Abraham, but also 
in respect to Rebecea, ete.’ 

“Ῥεβέκκα forms here a kind of anacoluthon, i. 6. the beginning of a 
sentence, the construction of which is afterwards changed, or in other 
words, the sentence is not finished in the same manner in which it was 
begun. Here, the natural grammatical construction would be, ov 
μόνον δὲ [τοῦτο], ἀλλὰ καὶ “Ρεβέκκᾳ, ἐξ ἑνὸς κοίτην éyovon.... 
éG6n0y .... ὅτι κι τ. λ. Instead however of ᾿Ῥεβέκκᾳ (Dat.), we 
have in the text “Ῥεβέκκα (Nom.), with which ἔχουσα agrees. But 
the construction thus begun in the Nominative, is not carried through. 
Instead of associating the Nom. Ῥεβέκκα, with some following verb 
of which it might be the subject, the verb ἐῤῥήϑη is afterwards em- 

_ ployed, and the Dative required by it is made by a pronoun referring 
to “Ῥεβέκκα, viz. by αὐτῇ. This mode of construction is frequent in 
Hebrew, where what is called the Nom. absolute is employed, to. 
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which a pronoun in the sequel refers, being put in the case in which 
the verb or the nature of the sentence requires it to stand. 

᾽ΔΣ ἑνὸς κοίτην ἔχουσα, accipiens semen unius viri. Literally 
κοίτην means cubile, bed; figurately however it is employed to desig- 
nate semen concubitus; like the Hebrew >] ΞΘ, concubitus 
semints, Lev. 15: 16, 32. 18: 20, 23. 22:4. In Lev. 18: 23, nz3u 
alone is employed to designate the same idea. A clear case of such 
a usage, is in Num. 5: 20, (Sept.). Bretschneider is the first, so far 
as I know, who has satisfactorily illustrated this word. The idea is, 
having conceived by one, i. e. by Isaac our ancestor. 

(11) Tao, illustrantis—Tevyndevtoy, se. παίδων, which the 
mind spontaneously supplies, by recurring back to ἐξ ἑνὸς κοίτην. 
ἔχουσα. The whole phrase in the verse, is a construction with the 
Genitive absolute, i. e. a species of anacoluthon. 

Μηδὲ... κακόν, neither having done any thing good or evil; 
a very important declaration in respect to its bearing on some of the 
controverted questions about hereditary depravity or original sin. It 
appears, that when the words related in the next verse were spoken 
to Rebecca, the children in her womb had arrived to such a state of 
growth, as that life and motion in them were perceived by the mother, 
Gen. 25: 22, 23, i.e. to the age of some five months, comp. Luke 1: 
24. At this period, then, the apostle declares that they had done 
- neither good nor evil, i. e. they had as yet no positive moral character; 
there was, as yet, no development of their moral powers. The 
‘assertion is so clear and direct here, that I see not how we can evade ~ 
the force of it. And with the principle here developed, the tenor of 
other texts agrees; e. g. Is. 7: 15, 16, comp. 8: 4, Deut. 1: 39. Jo- 
nah 4:11. That some knowledge of aw and its obligations should 
exist, in order that sin can be committed, seems to be clearly decided 
-by Rom. 4: 15, and to be plainly implied by James 4: 17. John 9:41. 
1 John 3: 4. Every man’s consciousness of the nature of moral guilt, 
moreover, seems spontaneously to decide in accordance with these 
texts.. But when children do arrive at such a growth of moral nature, 
that they begin to sin, the Scripture does not seem to have decided ; 
I mean, that I have yet discovered no text where this point is fixed. 
Ps. 51:5, when compared with Ps. ὅδ: 3, will hardly establish the 
doctrine which many have supposed it to establish. Gen. 8: 21 de- 
- cides no more, than that men begin very early to commit sin; and 
John 3: 6. Eph. 2: 3, and other texts of the like nature, decide only " 
that men in a natural state, i.e. in an unregenerate or unsanctified 
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state, are children of wrath, and carnal; but they do not definitely fix 
the time when they begin to sin. 

The apostle, however, has told us when sinning had not begun, in 
respect to Jacob and Esau. That they possessed powers or faculties, 
even in the womb, which were afterwards employed in committing — 
sin, when they were more fully developed, is undoubtedly true. But 
the power or faculty of sinning is one thing; the commission of sin, 
another. Adam in paradise, before his fall, certainly possessed the 
power or faculty of sinning; but he was not guilty of sin because he 
possessed such a power, but for the abuse of it. It is not therefore 
the powers which the Creator has given us, that make us sinners; 
it is the abuse of them. God may be, and is, the author of our power 
to sin; but he is not therefore the author of our sins. So young 

children may have all the powers adapted to sinning, without having 
yet sinned ; for it will not be denied that Jacob and Esau had the 
embryo of such powers, in their early state, at the period when the 
. apostle says that they had not committed any sin. But I refer the 
reader to what is said relative to these topics, in my remarks on chap. 
5: 12—19, in Excursus V. 

The object of the apostle, in here saying that the children had done 
neither good nor evil, is very plain, viz. to cast light on, or to confirm, 
the truths which he had disclosed in 8: 28—39. There all shingle 
are represented as contributing to the good of the xara πρόϑεσιν 
πλητοί, v. 28, seq. Now if the Jew should object to this, as being 
unaccountable, or as evincing partiality on the part of God, the apos- 
tle could of course foreclose this objection, by shewing him that 
instances of the like nature, (so far as the principle of them was 
concerned), are recorded in the Old Testament In the case before 
us, the decision of God in respect to the future lot and privileges of 
Jacob and Esau, was not made by reason of any claims of merit, or 
any grounds of demerit; for it was made before the children were 
born, and before they had done either good or erik It was so de- 
cided, moreover, 

"ha... . καλοῦντος, that the purpose of God according to de 
shee might stand, not of works, but of him that calleth. “H κατ᾽ 
ἐκλογὴν πρόθεσιν means, a purpose which proceeds from one’s own 
Free choice, one to which he is moved by internal, not by external, 
causes or motives. It means here, a purpose which God did not 
entertain because he was moved to it by any thing which Jacob or 
Esau had done, or would do (οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων), but for reasons which 
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he has not disclosed, and which pertain merely to himself. But let 
the reader beware, how he represents, or even imagines, these reasons 
to be arbitrary or ungrounded. This would be to represent the 
divine conduct, as utterly inconsistent with infinite wisdom and 
goodness. 

Οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων, not of works, i.e. not because of merit, not because 
of obedience yielded to the law of works, i. e. the law requiring good 
works.— Add ἐκ καλοῦντος, but of him that calleth; i.e. the admis- 
sion of the one to privileges, and the rejection of the other from 
them, proceeded not from their personal desert, but from him who 
calls, i. e. chooses or selects men to be the objects of his special fa- 
vour, for reasons within himself. That such is the sentiment here, 
seems very plain ; for the apostle has just asserted, that the decision 
of God in respect to the future destiny and privileges of Jacob and 
Esau, was made before they were born, and before they had done 
ilteie good or evil; and that it was so made, in order that God’s κατ᾽ 
éxhoyny πρόϑεσις ‘teh be stable, μένη, Heb. 7232. 

(12) But what is the thing decided in this case? ‘O peilov.... 
ἐλάσσονι, the elder shall serve the younger ; or rather, the first-born 
shall serve the younger, i.e. he who by right of primogeniture would 
take the precedence, he shall in fact be inferior or take the lower 
place. Both the words μείζων and ἐλάσσων, however, relate rather 
to the posterity of Esau and Jacob, than to their own individual per- 
sons. The precedence then of Jacob is established by this declara- 
tion ; but in what respect ? , 

(13) In a temporal one, no doubt, so far as this instance is 
concerned. Yov.... ἐμίσησα, Jacob have I loved, and Esau have 
1 hated; 1. 6. on Jacob have I bestowed privileges and blessings, 
such as are the proofs of affection; I have treated him, as one treats 
a friend whom he loves; but from Esau have I withheld these privi- 
leges and blessings, and therefore treated him as one is wont to treat 
those whom he dislikes; comp. Mal. 1: 2, 3, from which the quotation 











here is made, and ΤῸ the prophet adds to the last clause ( Hoaw 
ἐμίσησα), the following words: And laid his mountains and his heri- 


tage waste. That the whole refers to the bestowment of temporal 
blessings and the withholding of them, is clear not only from this 


passage, but from comparing Gen. 25: 23. 27: 27—29, 37—40. As 


to ἐμίσησα, its meaning here is rather privative than positive. When 
the Hebrews compared a stronger affection with a weaker one, they 
called the first love, and the other hatred; comp. Gen. 29: 30, 31. 
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Deut. 21: 15. Prov. 13: 24. Matt. 6: 24. 
Matt.10: 37. Glass. Rhet. Sac. lib. IIL. tr. 3. can. 19. 

After all, this does not answer the question : wee is the object 
of the apostle, in making his appeal to such an instance of κατ᾽ ae 
γὴν πρόϑεσις3ῦ Must not this answer be, that he does so in order 
justify and support what he had said in chap. 8: 28—39 1 Ane 
surely, what he has there said does not relate to temporal condition or 
privileges, but to effectual calling, to justifying and glorifying. 

All however which is decided is, that God, in either case, does not 
bestow his blessings on the ground of merit, (for how can any sinner 
be blessed on such a ground?), but for reasons known only to him- 
self, and which are ab intra, not ab extra. 


ἡ comp. with 


Those who contend against this sentiment, μονα against what is 
every day exhibited before their eyes. Why was this man born white, 
and that one black? Why is this child born and nurtured in the bo- 
som of a pious family, and that one in the midst of robbers and murder- 
ers? The children had “done neither good nor evil,” when their lot 
was decided. This noone can deny. Then, in the next place: Is not 
their eternal condition connected with their means of grace, their pious 
nurture, their present condition and associations in life? And who 
placed them in their present condition ? 

How easy now to multiply such questions indefinitely ; and the 
answer must at last resolve the whole into divine sovereignty. The 
world is full of that which teaches this doctrine. All nature speaks it, 
and speaks it loudly too; not less so than the Bible itself. Yet with all 
this, the Bible plainly recognizes the Jreedom of men, and attributes to 
themselves their own destruction. The world say, that there is contra- 
diction here ; but if there be, the naturalist has as really to contend with 
its difficulties, as the advocate for revelation. However, there can in 
reality be no contradiction or absurdity in two things which are both 
true. All the difficulty lies in us. Being ignorant of the manner in 
which predestination and free-agency can be reconciled, we are prone 
to think that they are irreconcileable. When will men learn, that their 
ignorance is not the measure of truth! | 

One cannot but contemplate with regret, the efforts of some critics 
to evade the plain, philological, (and for my own part I must say, inevi- 
table) meaning of the chapter on which we are commenting. It seems 


to me, however, that I perceive in nearly all, who are sober-minded and | 


judicious men, a radical mistake in their conceptions respecting predes- 
_tination. They transfer to it analogies from the material world; and 
then they seem to feel, that it is but another name for fate or destiny. 
They. conceive of a decretum absolutwm as involved in it, which, as they 
view it, is neither more nor less than a decree without any reason, ἃ 
mere ΝΗ decision. With such views, they reject the doctrine of 
predestination ; and rightly, if it does indeed involve all this, That this 
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however is a very imperfect and erroneous view of the subject, is what 
I fully believe ; and what 1 have endeavoured to exhibit in the state- 
ments above. 


‘ 


CHAP. IX. 14—29. 


In carefully estimating the sentiments advanced in vs. 14—29, the sum of 
them appears to be this: ‘ No one has any right to call in question the dispo- 
sal which the Creator, Governor, and rightful Lord of all things makes of his 
creatures, or to charge him with injustice on account of it. It does not be- 
come the creature to find fault with his maker, in respect to the manner in 
which he has been made. But not to make the appeal solely to the right, as a 
sovereign, which God has over all his creatures; what ground of objection 
can be alleged against the divine proceedings, when God endures with much 
long suffering the rebellious and contumacious, not speedily cutting them off 
as they deserve, but waiting, and giving them space for repentance ? Comp. 
Rev. 2: 21. 2 Pet. 3: 9. Ezek. 18: 23, 32. 33:11. Lam. 3: 33. 1 Pet. 3: 20. 
Why should we complain, if God, in order to display his abounding mercy, 
chooses from among the perishing, both Jews and Gentiles, those on whom he 
will bestow his grace? The ancient Scriptures do repeatedly testify, that he 
would do this. 

All this is by way of answer to the objection of the Jew, against the asser-. 
tions and arguments of the apostle. Paul affirms, that ‘ God is at liberty to 
choose, and does choose, the objects of his grace when and where he pleases ; 
that he selects these from among the Gentiles as well as the Jews; that he is 
bound by no promises or covenant, to confine his goodness to the natural de- 
scendants of Abraham; and that in abandoning some of the impenitent to the 
just reward of their deeds, in. permitting them to become hardened under the 
dealings of his providence or his grace, and waiting with long suffering for 
their amendment, God does nothing to which any one can justly object, or 
with which he can reasonably find fault.’ 

All this, too, is plainly connected with the subject discussed in 8: 28, seq. ; 
and it is designed as an illustration and defence of the principle there avowed, 
viz. the sovereignty of God in selecting the objects of his mercy, not his ar- 
bitrary choice of them, but a choice which rests on grounds unknown to us. 
Surely v. 23 here does not respect the mere external call or privilege of the 
saints; for how can ἃ προητοίμασεν εἰς δόξαν be so construed? If this is 
clear, (and I cannot think any one will venture to deny that it is), then it fol- 
lows of course, that the antithesis in v. 22 has respect, not to temporal ὄργήν 
merely, but to future misery also, i.e. to the whole penalty of sin. If all this 
be clear, then is it equally so, that the object of the apostle in this chapter, is 
not merely to vindicate the divine proceedings in regard to giving or withhold- 
ing favors in the present world, but also in respect to the future lot of both 
saints and sinners. When saints are made the objects of grace, the exceeding 
richness of that grace is displayed; and when sinners are hardened and be- 
come prepared for destruction, under the dealings of God’s providence and 
grace with then, it is still true that the long suffering of God is manifested in 
deferring their punishment. So the texts cited above lead us to conclude, re- 
specting God’s dealings with them; and so all the views of his benevolent 
character which the Bible gives, would naturally lead us to conclude. 

_ Whatever then may be the nature of his agency in regard to the hardening 
of sinners and fitting them for destruction, we are necessarily led to the con- 
clusion, that it is not such as makes him chargeable with the guilt of their sins 
in any manner or measure ; it is not such as detracts from their free agency, 
the voluntariness of their transgressions, the moral guilt which they incur, or 
the responsibility which follows it. The Scriptural doctrine of reprobation 
(as it is called) seems then to be this, a. God, for reasons not given to 
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us, does bestow his special grace on some, i. e. hath mercy on whom he will have 
mercy, while he leaves others voluntarily to harden themselves and to hecome 
ripe for destruction, although he waits long to be gracious, and does not exe- 
cute his judgments as speedily as they deserve them. 

If any still decline to receive this as the sentiment of the present chapter, 
and maintain that the whole has reference merely to the distinctions made by 
Providence in the present world, it is incumbent on them to shew that t 
context, 6. g. chapter 8: 29, seq., leads to such a discussion. It is also incum- 
bent on them to shew, how God can any more be justified for such a distri- 
buting and withholding of his favours in respect to the present world, than in 
respect to the future world. The Saviour says (Luke 16: 10): ‘‘ He that is 
unjust in the least, is unjust in much.”’ If the distributing and withholding 
favours in the manner stated by the apostle, be in itself unjust, God can no 
more be vindicated for so doing in respect to the present world, than in respect 
to the future world. Indeed we cannot separate the one from the other. In 
respect to those who deny that the present chapter has a reference to a future 
state, let me ask, whether the circumstances in which men are placed in the 
present world, have not a bearing on the future world? One is born and nur- 
tured in the bosom of a pious family, and lives surrounded by pious influence, 
all of which is the ordering of Providence in respect to his lot; another is 
born in a family of thieves and murderers, and nurtured among them, and 
lives without God and without hope in the world. Has the eternal state of 
these individuals no intimate connection with such circumstances? One is 
born in a heathen land, and another in a Christian ; surely not by their own 
act. Has this no bearing on their eternal condition? Is God just then, who 
makes such distinctions? It is a question we must meet; substantially we 
have to meet it, if we resort even to Theism for arefuge from difficulties. And 
when those who hold to the mere temporal relation of the chapter before us, 
can clear up the difficulties that attend this, even on their own principles; then 
it will be time to speak with-more confidence, than they can now with propri- 
ety feel, against the views of such as differ from them. 


(14) Τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; language which Paul puts into the mouth 
of the objecting Jew.— My ἀδικία παρὰ τῷ Geo; A very natural 
question for one whose mind is perplexed and offended with the doc- 
trine of divine sovereignty, and the dispensation of favours on the 
part of God, κατὰ πρόϑεσιν αὐτοῦ. If God has dispensed them in- 
dependently of any merits on the part of man, and for reasons known 
only to himself, it seems to an’ unhumbled and carnal man, that he 
has dispensed them in a merely arbitrary manner, without any regard 
at all to justice or propriety. How easy it is to feel difficulties and 
raise questions on ‘this perplexing subject, fact shews. From the 
time of the apostle down to the present hour, the same questions 

have been repeated, and the'same difficulties felt. ‘That some of 
those who have maintained the doctrine of divine sovereignty, have, 
at times, given occasion for their opponents to charge on them repre- 
sentations of such a nature as make predestination amount to fate or 
destiny, and κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν πρόϑεσις to amount to arbitrary decision, 
—is What I feel unable to deny. In some treatises on reprobation, 
enough that stands exposed to such a charge, or to something very 
much like it, may be found. But,to argue from such expressions as 
ti ty 
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τὸν Eouv ἐμίσησα, an actual hatred, like that which men cherish — 
toward one another, would be a great abuse indeed of the sound 
principles of exegesis. On the same ground, one might prove that 
it is our duty actually and positively to hate father, mother, wife, chil- 
dren, brethren, sisters, yea, and our own lives or ourselves also, and 
that we cannot be Christians without so doing, if he should urge the 
literal meaning of Luke 14: 26, and other texts of the same tenor. God 
cannot hate, more humano, any thing which he has made ; and there- 
fore he cannot hate man, who is made in his own image. Consult for 
a moment, Rom.’ 5: 8—10. John 3: 16, 17. Tit. 3: 4,5. So the 
Wisdom of Solomon, 11: 24: “ Thou lovest all beings, and abhorrest 
nothing which thou hast made, neither hatest any thing which thou 
hast created.” But still, God may and does hate sin; he may and 
will punish it; he may treat sinners therefore as if he hated them, 
i.e. he may inflict evil or suffering upon them. In the future world, 
he never does this but in consequence of actual guilt, and in propor- 
tion to that guilt; but in the present world, trouble and sorrow may 
be brought on men as the instruments of trying them, of purifying 
them, of humbling them, and this without being proportioned by the 
simple principles of retribution; for sufferings and trials here, are not 
always in the way of retribution. In all this, God acts xara πρόϑε- 
σὺν αὐτοῦ" certainly not in an arbitrary manner and without any 
good reason, (therefore not on the ground of a decretum absolutum in 
the rigid sense of this phrase); but still, in a manner which we cannot 
explain, because the reasons are unknown to us. But can our want 
of knowledge establish against him a charge of injustice? Most 
surely not. 

That God does dispense his favours without being moved thereto 
by any merit on the part of him who receives them, is clearly estab-- 
lished, and is designed to be confirmed, by the quotation which Paul 
makes from the Old Testament.—J/ γένοιτο... . οἰκτείρω, not at 
all; for he saith to Moses: “ I will have mercy on whomsoever I will 
have ices ; and Iwill shew is Saal to whomsoever I will shew com- 
passion.” In other words: ‘I choose the objects of favour where TI 
please, for reasons known only to myself. None of the human race 
have merited my approbation and reward ; and none being entitled 
to them on the ground of merit, but all having deserved my displeas- 

I may properly bestow my favours where and when I please.’ 
Why is not this both true and just? Is there any ἀδικία here? Out 
of palandres ¢ criminals ἰὼν. e all justly deserved death, may not a 
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wise and benevolent government, for reasons entirely within itself, 
choose some as the objects of pardon, while others are given up to the 
punishment which the law enjoins? I am fully aware of the opposi- 
tion made, by the natural heart, to such a proceeding on the part of 
God; but I am not aware, how the fact that God does this, can be 
reasonably denied, or how injustice can with any propriety be charged 
upon him because he does it. 

The quotation is from Ex. 33:19. The reasoning of the apostle 
is simply this: ‘God cannot be unjust because he distributes his fa- 
vours xara πρόϑεσιν αὐτοῦ, and without reference to the merits of 
the individuals concerned. The Old Testament inculcates the same 
doctrine; and to the decisions of their own Scriptures the Jews surely 

will not object.’ The yao at the beginning of the verse, intimates 
that the writer applies the quotation in this manner. 

(16) “40a obv.... ϑεοῦ, consequently, or it follows, therefore, 
{that favours are not soon by him that willeth, or him that run- 
neth, but through the mercy of God. That is, God bestows his favours 
not because they are first merited or acquired by effort, either of 
strong desire or of strenuous action, but because he has mercy on 
those who are the objects of his favour. This does not imply, (as it 
has frequently been thought to imply), that let men merit ever so 
much, 1. 6. desire salvation ever so much, or labour for it ever so 
strenuously, all this will be of no account with God ; and that he will 
bestow mercy in a manner merely arbitrary, and irrespectively of all 
works or character on the part of the sinner. On the contrary, it im- 
plies, that before sinners are made the objects of his special mercy, they 
are “dead in trespasses and sins,” that they are “ by nature children 
of wrath and disobedience,” that “‘ what is born of the flesh is flesh,” 
that “ the carnal mind is enmity against God, is not subject to his law, 
nor indeed can be ;” consequently, that the case here supposed (of 
previous merit and effort) never exists. And in fact, it never does 
exist. It is God’s mercy which first disposes sinners to will and to 
do, (Phil. 2: 13. Eph. 2:1. Rom. 5: 6—10). How then can his 
mercy be bestowed in consequence of their previous merits? The 
thing is plainly beyond reasonable question ; it is impossible. 

All this, however, does not disprove the doctrine that good works © 
will be rewarded ; which is certainly and plainly a Scripture doctrine. 
But what are good works? Those which are done before conversion, 
or after it? Surely the latter. But in respect to the reward of 
Christians or evangelical good \ οὔ ete is — speaking. 
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What he says, has respect to the fore-knowing, fore-ordaining, call-— 
ing, justifying, and glorifying, mentioned in 8: 29, seq. All this is 
not on the ground of merit, but of pure gratuity ; and consequently is 
τοῦ ἐλεοῦντος ϑεοῦ. The fact that good works themselves are re- 
warded, is itself a part of this pure system or plan of grace; for it is 
only the works of those who are sanctified, which are reputed good in 
the Scripture sense, i. 6. holy, acceptable to God ; and even the best of 
these are imperfect, so that they could not claim any reward on their 
own account and on principles of legal merit. The law allows of no 
imperfection. It requires us “to love God with ail the heart, and 
our neighbour as ourselves.” Now as no man on earth has ever done 
this, (Jesus only excepted), so no man has ever been in a condition 
to advance a claim to reward on the ground of law, in any age or 
country of the world. Consequently, the fact that the good works of 
‘saints are rewarded, is a matter of gratuity, and not of legal claim. 
But still, this part of the subject is not what the apostle is here dis- 
cussing ; and consequently what he says here, is not to be regarded 
as at all interfering with or contradicting what he says on the subject 
of good works being rewarded, in other parts of his writings. 

As to ϑέλοντος, it indicates desire, wishing. Toeyovtog is used 
to designate strenuous effort. In such a sense it often designates 
Christian efforts; ὃ. σ. 1 Cor. 9: 24, 26. Heb. 12: 1. Phil. 2: 16,9: 
14. Gal. 2:2. 5:7, etc. “ZAsovvrog here is designed to convey the 
idea, that our blessings originate from God’s compassion, love, and 
mercy, and are not bestowed on account of our own deserts. To 
construe this in such a manner as to exclude the idea of gratuitous 
reward for obedience and good works, in the sense above stated, 
would be to depart widely from the meaning of the writer; whose 
design is to affirm, that man’s salvation is to be attributed solely to 

the mercy of God, and not to any merit of his own. 

(17) The preceding verse, although comprising a sentiment 
which is very disagreeable to the natural heart and to the pride 
of unsanctified men, is still more easily acquiesced in than the one 
now before us, which has been the theme of great contention, 
the occasion of not a little unguarded and hazardous assertion. Let 

us first investigate the language. iret 
τς Aéyeu γὰρ ἡ γραφὴ τῷ Φαραώ" for the Scripture saith to Pha- 
“raoh, instead of the formula, for God saith to Pharaoh. So Gal. 8: 
“8, 22. 4:30. What the Scripture says, God says, for πᾶσα ἡ γραφὴ 
ϑεόπνευστος, i. 6. it is t rd of E* So the Rabbins frequently 
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exchange the two formulas of quotation, Dwi “Ὡς, the Name [God] 
says, and 23ND 77K , the Scripture says; both of which are desig- 
nated by the οὐ ρενώμονη nan. 

“Ὅτι sig... . δύναμιν μου, for this very purpose have I roused 
thee up, that I might exhibit my power. Paul has departed from the 
Septuagint version, which runs thus: évexev τοῦτο διετηρήϑης, ἵνα 
ἐνδείξωμαν ἐν ool τὴν ἰσχύν μου" so that Paul substitutes ἐξήγειρα 
for διετηρήϑης, ὅπως for ἵνα, and δύναμεν for ἐσχύν. The apostle 
seems plainly to have made a translation of his own, independently of 
the Septuagint ; and one which, on the whole, was better adapted to 
the purpose of his argument here, and equally accordant with the 
original Hebrew, or rather, more strictly accordant with it. 

For ascertaining the sense then of é&yevga, (on which the tenor 
of the whole passage depends), we must not take διεσηρήϑης for a 
commentary on it here, inasmuch as the apostle has rejected this, 
and preferred another verb} for the sake (as it would seem) of a 

' nearer accordance with the meaning of the original Hebrew in this 
particular passage. What then is the sense of ἐξεγείρω, as employed 
in Hellenistic Greek? Passow has not inserted this word in his clas- 
sical lexicon, although it is certainly a classical word, for Xenophon 
employs it, Cyrop. VIII. 7. 2. In the Septuagint it is a very common 
word, being used some seventy times. In none of these cases does 

. it mean to create, to produce, to raise up, in the sense of bringing 
into being, etc. ; so that those who construe ἐξήγειρα σε, I have cre- 
ated thee or brought thee into existence, (Beza: Feci ut existeres), do 
that which is contrary to the usus loquendi of the Greek language. Ὁ 

In the Septuagint, ἐξεγείρω is employed throughout in the sense 
of arousing, exciting, rousing up, waking up from, etc., with slight 
shades of variation in meaning, according to the connection and the 
adjuncts of the verb. So it is employed by the Septuagint to translate 
the Hebrew "5, to rouse up, or to wake up, i. e. from sleep, Ps. 3: 

_ 5. 72: 20. 138:18. Jer. 31: 26. 51: 39. Dan. 12: 2. In the like man- 

ner it stands for Ὑ70 5, to wake up or rouse up from sleep ; Gen. 28: 

16. 41: 22. Judg. 16: 15, 21. Ps. 77: 71. But the principal use of 

it is, to designate the idea of rousing up one’s self to action, exciting 
or rousing up others to action, exciting or rousing up any thing, ani- 

mate or inanimate, to do this or that; 6. g. Judg. 5: 12. Ps. 7:7. 34: 

26. 56: 11. 79: 3. 107: 2. Cant. 4: 16. Jer. 50: 41. Joel 3: 9. Zech. 

13: 7, οἴου; Auch ‘so in the like manner forty-two times ; see Trommii, 
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Concord. in verbum, No. 11. In all these cases, it corresponds to 


the Hebrew 7199, V7y71, etc. In seven other cases it corresponds to 
nip, when this word is used in a sense altogether synonymous with 
that of 719, e.g. Num. 10: 35. 2 Sam. 12:11. 1 K. 11: 14. Est. 8: 
5. Ps. 118: 62. Hab. 1:6. Zech. 11: 16. Throughout all these, the 
idea is uniform, viz. that of rousing, exciting, stirring up, rendering 
active, urging to activity, in a word, in the sense of bringing out of a 
state of rest or inaction or inefficiency, into a contrary state, 1. 6. in 
the sense of exciting. 

Twice only have the Seventy employed ἐξήγειρα, where the 
meaning might perhaps be thought doubtful. In Prov. 25: 24, ἄνεμος 

. ἐξεγείρει νέφη, the wind raiseth up clouds. The Hebrew verb 
is $>in, begetteth or bringeth forth. But the sense of ἐξεγείρω here 
in the Septuagint, is plainly the usual one. So also in Ezek. 21: 16 
(Heb. 21: 21), é&«yeigerae corresponds to ΤῚΣ (from 437); but 
still it has the sense of excite, this meaning corresponding substantially 
with the Hebrew, although not literally. 

In the New Testament we have only one example besides that 
before us, where ἐξεγείρω is used, viz. 1 Cor. 6: 14, where it is clearly 
used to designate the action of rousing from the sleep of death, rats- 
ing or exciting from a state of inaction or death. 

On the whole, then, the sense of the Greek word is clear, and 
subject to no well grounded doubt. It means to rouse up, to ex- 
cite, to stir up, in any manner or for any purpose. But does the He- 
brew word in Ex. 9: 16, which corresponds to é&jyevga, admit of 
such a sense ? , 

The Heb. word is "7572573 , Hiphil of 1723 ; which usually means, 
in Kal, to stand, to stand fast, to continue, to stand up, etc. In Hi- 
phil (azn), it means to make to stand, to place, also, to keep stand- 
ing, to preserve or continue in standing. Tholuck and others have 
laboured to show that "777227 has this latter signification in Ex. 9: 16. 
That the Hebrew word might have such a sense, is sufficiently plain 
from 1 K. 15: 4. 2 Chron. 9: 8. Prov. 29: 4. 2 Chron. 35: 2. And so 
the Kal conjugation not unfrequently means ¢o continue, to remain in 
standing; e.g. Ex. 9:28. Lev. 13:5. Dan. 10:17. But although 


the Hebrew word °7772377 might have the sense which Tholuck and 


others assign to it, yet ‘the Greek word ἐξήγειρα, which Paul uses, 
can hardly have such sense put upon it. I have been able to find no 
example of a usus loguendi, that would justify this exegesis. = 

4 The main question oe however: Has 372273 the sense of ez- 
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citing, arousing, awaking, like the ἐξήγειρα of the apostle? If so, 
then we may presume the apostle chose this Greek word, in deliberate 
preference to the διετηρήϑης of the Septuagint, 

Instances of this nature are clear. So in Neh. 6. 7, ὩΣ, 
thou hast roused up or excited the prophets, etc. So Dan. ‘LL: ‘AL, 
13, vas , and he shall excite or rouse up a great multitude, ete. 
We can have little reason, then, to doubt that the apostle had such a 
meaning of ‘772273 in view, when he rendered it ἐξήγειρα; for this 
Greek word is fairly susceptible of no other meaning. In accord- 
ance, therefore, with this result (respecting the meaning of ἐξεγείρω), 
I have translated thus: For this very purpose have I roused thee up. 

“Onwg.... τῇ γῆ, that I might shew forth my power, and de- 
clare my name, in all the earth or in all the land, viz. of Egypt. The 
consequence of Pharaoh’s conduct was, that the Hebrews were 
brought out of Egypt by signal divine interposition, viz. in the vari- 
ous plagues inflicted on Egypt after the declaration recorded here, 
i.e. the hail, the locusts, the extraordinary darkness, the smiting of 
the first born among the Egyptians, the drowning of Pharaoh and his 
host in the Red Sea, etc., Ex. 9: 16, seq. Such interpositions caused 
the power and glory of Jehovah to be known through all the land of 
Egypt. Or if this last expression be construed as having a more ex- 
tensive sense, one might justify this by observing, that the Scriptures 
themselves now diffused so widely through the world, the Koran read 
and revered by many millions, the Greek author Artapanus (Euseb. 
Praep. Evang. IX. 29), also Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. III. 39), and the 

‘Latin Trogus (Justin. Hist. XXXVI. 2), all speak of the wonders 
which were done in Egypt, and the overthrow of Pharaoh there. 

(18) ”4oa οὖν. . . . σκληρύνει, therefore hath he mercy on 
whom he will, and whom he will he hardeneth. A conclusion of the 
apostle’s, and not the words of the objector, as some have intimated. 
This is clear from what is immediately subjoined by Paul: “Zoet¢ οὖν 
μοι, %.t.4.; which of course implies, that what — had been 

ken by the apostle, and not by the objector. Ἃ-᾿ἘπἨ 
toon the nature and force of the conclusion here drawn, I have al- 

ready remarked in commenting on the preceding verse. As to σκλη- 
ovver, Rambach, Carpzov, and Ernesti have endeavored to shew that 
it means here, to deal hardly with. They appeal to 2 Chron. 10: 4 
and Job 39: 16 in order to confirm this ; but without effect, for in the 
first instance the grammatical construction and expression is different 
(an Ace. comes “ the verb), in the second the Heb. is TwPT, 
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and the Sept. ἀποσκληρύνω, and the sense, moreover, is capable of 
harmonizing substantially with that in the verse before us. I see, 
therefore, no proper philological method of construing σκληρύνει, but 
in the way already intimated above. 

(19) “Losig οὖν. . . ἀνθέστηκε; Thou wilt say to me, then: 
Why doth he still find fault, for who hath resisted his will? The 
apostle expected, as a matter of course, that the principles which he 
had just asserted, would be met with objections such as he now pro- 
duces. On what ground did he expect this? At least, it will be ad- 

mitted, it was because he had said something which seemed to imply 
what the objector here intimates. ‘‘ Whom he will he hardeneth,” 
says Paul. ‘Then why blame men for being hardened? How is this 
inconsistent with what God wills?’ is the reply of the objector ; and 
this contains a sentiment, which has been repeated from the time 
when Paul wrote his epistle, down to the present hour. The objec- 
tion seems to be formidable, at first view ; yet all its seeming impor- 
tance is derived from carrying along to the consideration of the di- 
vine dealings towards us, analogies borrowed from cause and effect 
in respect to material things. - It does not follow, because God, by 
his infinite goodness and almighty power, will convert the wicked 
deeds of the sinner into means of promoting his own glory, that the 
sinner may not be called to an account and punished for the evil 
which he intended. It does not follow, because a wise and benevo- 
lent government may convert the crime of some individuals into a 
means of furthering the public good, that the criminals in question 
do not deserve punishment. Supposing then that there is @ sense, in 
which sin is made even the instrument of accomplishing the wise 
and holy purposes of God and the greatest good of his creatures; it 
does not follow, that the sinner who had malignant purposes in view, 
is not deserving of punishment, nor that there is not an important 
sense in which he has resisted the will of God. 

(20) Mevowvye, enim vero, immo vero, but still, however.—Xv εἰς 
ei... ϑεῷ; who art thou that repliest against God, i.e. who sayest 
something that charges him with acting wrongly or improperly? It 
will be observed here, that the apostle, in answer to the objector, 
does not endeavour at all to explain how it may be, that God should 
harden sinners, and yet sinners be guilty of their own ruin; in other 
words, he does not attempt any metaphysical conciliation ‘of divine 
sovereignty and control, with human freedom and moral responsi- 
bility. He evidently takes for granted that the facts which he had 
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been stating were true, and could not be contradicted. Hence he 
finds fault with the objector, for charging God rashly and irrever- 
ently, with having dealt hardly or unjustly by his creatures. He 
continues this remonstrance in the sequel, by quoting from the Old 
Testament, and applying to the object before him, passages which 
serve strongly to confirm the right of the Creator on the one hand to 
dispose of his creatures, and the duty of his creatures on the other 
to bow in submission before him. 

Would it not be well for those who are to teach the doctrines of 
Paul, at the present time, to walk in his steps, and to deal with objec- 
tors in the same manner as he has, by shewing them their presump- 
tion from the Scriptures, rather than to appeal to metaphysical pila 
nations in order to remove the difficulties suggested ? 

My ἐρεῖ... . . οὕτως; shall the thing formed say to him who 
formed it, why hast thou made me thus? A quotation ad sensum from 
the passage in Is. 45: 9, or 29: 16; for it does not literally follow the 
words of either. The design of this quotation is, to stop the mouth 
of the objector who inquires: “ Why doth he find fault, then, for 
who hath resisted his will?” The implication in this, of wrong on 
the part of God, in bestowing blessings on some which he withholds 
from others, and in advancing some to glory while he leaves others to 
hardness of heart and to the punishment consequent upon it,—this 
implication the apostle meets by appealing to the language of the 
Scriptures, in regard to the sovereignty of God over the works 
of his hands: ‘Has the creature a right to call in question the 
Creator, by whose power he was formed, and by whose goodness 
he is preserved.and nurtured? Should he reproach his Creator, be- 
cause he has endowed him with the nature which he possesses 2’ 
. It is as much as to say: ‘Even supposing there was some ground 
for the objection which you make, I might reply, in the language of 
Scripture, and ask whether it is proper and becoming for a creature 
to summon the Creator before his tribunal, and to pass sentence of 
condemnation upon him.’ Viewed in this light, it is a kind of argu- 
mentum ad hominem ; ; applicable indeed to all who make the like objec- 
tion in the like. spirit, but specially adapted to stop the mouth of the 
haughty and presumptuous Jew, who, in Paul’s time, was indignant 
that God should be represented as making the Gentiles the objects of 
his special favour. In appealing, however, to the sovereignty of God 
the Creator, Paul cannot with any propriety be considered as assert- 
ing or intimating, that God is arbitrary in any of his dealings with 
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his creatures, or that he ever makes any arrangement in respect to 
them, without wise and good and sufficient reasons. It would be alto- 
gether incongruous to suppose, that the apostle did ever think or as- 
 sert, that a Being infinitely holy and wise and just and good, would 
act without the best of reasons for acting ; although, indeed, these 
reasons might not be given to us. It should be remarked here, also, 
that it is only when a proud and contumacious spirit lifts up itself, like 
that of the Jew in the context, that an appeal to a direct and sove- - 
reign right of God, is made by the sacred writers, in order to abash 

‘ and repress such arrogant assumption. 

. (21) But one quotation does not satisfy the apostle’s ardor to repress 
the objector. He makes a second one (ad sensum again, not ad lite- 
ram) from Jer. 18: 6, comp. v. 4, which by another image, inculcates 
the same sentiment as before. “AZ ovx.... ἀτιμίαν; Hath not the 
potter power over the clay, to make out of the same lump one vessel to 
honour and another to dishonour ? i. e. one vessel for a use which is 
deemed honorable, and another for one deemed dishonorable ; comp. 
Jer. 18: 4. ‘Even so (the apostle would say) are all men in the 
hands of God, and at his disposal;’ comp. Jer. 18: 6. In other 
words: ‘ Who can call in question his right to dispose of us, as it 
seems good in his sight? The indecomyn and contumacy of so doing, 
must be apparent to all.’ 

The Jew, however, regarded his nation as the φύραμα from which 
none but σκεύη τιμῆς could be formed. But the apostle lets him 
know, that God could make, and had made, the Gentiles also a φύρα- 
μα from which the like vessels were formed. The same God also 
makes unbelievers among the Jews, to be σκεύη ὀργῆς, as well as un- 
believers among the Gentiles. He chooses the objects of his mercy 
or of his justice, where he judges best; no¢ arbitrarily, but still for 
reasons which are not revealed tous. . 

(22) Ei δὲ ϑέλων κι τ. λ. It is evident to any one who will at- 
tentively read vs. 22—24, that the sense remains incomplete, 1. e. the 
sentence (or sentences) is unfinished; which form of writing the 
Greeks called ἀνακόλυϑον. But what must be supplied in order to 
complete the sense of these verses, is not sufficiently plain to command 
the unanimous consent of interpreters. Without delaying to recite 
different opinions, I would merely say, that at the end of vs. 22—24, 
it seems to me plainly, that the question in v. 20 is to be repeated, 
viz. σὺ τίς εἶ, ὁ ἀνταποκρινόμενος τῷ Dew; Whether you repeat 
this question at the end of ν. 22, or here and also at the end of v. 24, 
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- seems to be of little importance; for the sense in each case would be 
substantially the same. The sum of the sentiment thus explained, is = Td 
- “If God, in order that he might exhibit his punitive justice and sove- 
reign power, endures with much long-suffering the wickedness of the Ὁ 
impenitent and rebellious, who are worthy of divine indignation ; and 
if he has determined to exhibit his rich grace toward the subjects cams 
of his mercy, whom he has prepared for glory, even toward us ([éz?] 
ἡμὰς) whom he has called (8: 30), Gentiles as well as Jews; [who art 
thou, that repliest against the divine proceedings in respect to all ὁ 
this ?’] ory 
The whole passage is elliptical; and besides this, there is an ὁ 
enallage of construction at the beginning of v. 23 (in καὶ ἵνα γνω- 
ton), which will require further notice. I proceed from this general —_ 
view, to examine the words. 
Ei δέ, if then or if now ; i.e. since God is the supreme Lord of 
all things, and all his creatures are at his disposal by a sovereign and 
entire right (vs. 20, 21); if now, determining to display his punitive 
justice and power, he has endured, ete. Ae, ‘ orationi continuandae 
inservit.’. The connection of thought seems to be this: ‘If the sove- 
reign Lord of all creatures, who may dispose of them as he pleases, 
does still egdure with much long-suffering the wickedness of some 
of them, and by all this determines to display his punitive justice, 
who can justly find fault with his proceedings 1’ 
Θέλων, willing, determining, designing, purposing. It intimates, 
of course, that in ‘enduring with much long-suffering the vessels of 
wrath fitted for destruction,’ God had a purpose or design of display- 
ing his indignation against sin, i. e. his punitive justice and his power. 
Can it be a reasonable subject of complaint, that he is determined, or 
that he purposes (ϑέλων), to bring good out of evil? ; 
"Lrdcituo0us τὴν ὀργήν, to manifest or exhibit his indignation or 
displeasure; in other words, to display his punitive justice with re- 
_ spect to the wicked. ᾿Οργή is often employed to designate the idea 
of punishment, i. 6. the consequences of indignation or anger; e.g. 
Rom. 1: 18. 4:15. 13: 4,5, al. So Demosthenes: οὐκ ἔσην τὴν 
ὀργὴν ὁ νόμον ἐταξε, κι τ. }λ., the law has not sanctioned equal punish- 
ment, etc. ~Reiske Demosth. p. 528.—Kail γνωρίσαι τὸ δύνατον av- 
tov, and to make known, publish, declare, his power; comp. δύναμες 
in v. 17, where the power of God has special reference to his miracu- 
lous ‘ciicetindalited in order to punish Pharaoh with the Egyptians, 
and to deliver the oppressed Hebrews. Avvazov, therefore, in the 
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connection in which it here stands, must be viewed as having a special 

_ relation to the power of making retribution to sinners, the power of pu- 
nitive justice. But to understand and interpret this as done for pur- — 
poses of revenge or vengeance more humano, or for the sake of display 

such as men make through pride and vain glory, would be to make God 
altogether like ourselves, and to represent him in a manner altogether 
reproachful and unworthy of his perfections. A being who is self- 
existent, immutable, and independent; who cannot even be imagined 
as depending in any manner or measure, for his own essential hap- 
/piness or glory, on the creatures whom his power has formed and his 
bounty supports—such a being cannot have any purposes of revenge 
or vain glory to accomplish. Of what possible consequence could 
they be to him? Men are prone to revenge, from malignity and be- 
cause of wounded pride; they are prone to display, because of vanity 
and vain glory. But the ever blessed God, who is Jove, and whose 
essential glory cannot be affected by the giving or refusing of homage 
by any of his creatures, and whose happiness cannot in any measure 
be affected by their opposition to him—such a God we cannot at all 
imagine as exhibiting his punitive justice and power, for the purposes 
of revenge or display. He exhibits them only for the purposes of be- 
nevolence, i. 6. for the sake of doing good to the subjectsof his moral 
government; who, while they are allured to virtue, on the one hand, 
by all the glories of the upper world, are deterred from sin, on the 
other, by the judgments that are inflicted on the disobedient and 
rebellious. 

"Lveyne, endured, bore with. The verb φέρω has sisiag the 
sense of bearing or carrying away, i.e. of bearing accompanied by 
motion in some way or other. But it is also employed in the sense of 
fero, patior, to endure, to suffer, Heb. 13: 13; or of tolero, sustineo, to 
tolerate, to bear with, as Heb. 12: 20; in the Sept. Gen. 36: 7. Num. 
11: 14, Deut. 1: 12. In this last sense it is clearly used here, as the 
adjunct ἐν πολλῇ μακροϑυμίᾳ shews.— Maxoodupie, long-suffering, 
longanimitas, i.e. forbearance to punish, delay to enforce the strict 
‘claims of justice. The apostle seems to have his eye here on the case 
of Pharaoh in particular, who, after he had nine times resisted the 
mandate of heaven to let the Hebrews go, was still spared and pre- 
‘served in life, although he had long before forfeited all claim to forbear- 
‘ance. Still the design of Paul plainly is not to limit the case to 
Pharaoh only. He means to intimate, that God, in like manner, now 
(othe time when he was writing) displays his long-suffering; by | 
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δώδνουν νι to punish ΜΝ who init it. And sida was true then, 
in respect to this matter, has been so ever since, and is so at they 
present moment. ν 
Sxevn ooyns, vessels of wrath means, vessels in respect to which — 
wrath should be displayed, i. 6. wicked men who deserve punishment. 
The reason why the writer here makes use of oxevy, may be found 
in the verses immediately preceding, where he has spoken of vessELs 
fitted for honourable and dishonourable use. ‘The language literally 
employed there, is figuratively used here, i. e. wicked men are called 
σχεύη ὀργῆς. Soin Is. 13:5, the Persian army is called Dt 132 
mam, σκεύη ὀργῆς κυρίου" comp. Jer. 50: 25. But in these exam- 
ples of the Hebrew Scriptures, by σκεύη ὀργῆς is meant instruments 
of executing the divine displeasure ; while in our text the meaning ἴδ᾽ 
pussive, viz. persons on whom it ought to be or will be executed. 
Χατηρτισμένα εἰς ἀπώλειαν, fitted for destruction; another of- 
fendiculum criticorum. Katnotiouerva fitted; how? By whom? 
The text does not say. It simply designates the actual condition of 
the σχεύῃ ὀργῆς. Now whether they came to be fitted merely by 
their own act, or whether there was some agency on the part of God 
which brought them to be fitted, the text of itself does not here de- 
clare. The passive participle, in such a case, may be applied to 
designate what one has done for himself; e. g. 2 Tim. 2:21, ἐὰν οὖν 
τις ἐκκαϑάρῃ ἑαυτὸν ἀπὸ τούτων, ἔσταν σκεῦος εἰς τιμὴν .. «. εἰς 
πᾶν ἔργον ἀγαϑὸν ἡτοιμασμένον, where the being prepared for 
every good work is the consequence of the éxxaGagyn ἑαυτὸν. Soin 
2 Tim. 3: 17, ἐξηρτισμένος denotes the being prepared or fitted for 
every good work, by the beneficial influence of the inspired Scrip- 
tures. But in our text, how can we avoid comparing κατηρτισμέἕνα 
in v. 22, with ἃ προητοίμασε in v. 232 The two verses are coun- 
ter-parts and antithetic; and accordingly we have σχεύη ὀργῆς, to 
which σκεύη ἐλέους corresponds, and so εἰς anwiecav and εἰς δόξαν. 
How can we help concluding, then, that κοξῃρεισμόμα and ἃ προη- ~ 
τοίμασξ correspond 1 
ο The objections which can be made to such a sense οἱ κατηρτίσ- 
μένα, here, viz. a sense which makes it to designate some agency or 
arrangement on the part of God, by or in consequence of which, or 
under which the vessels of wrath become fitted for destruction, are in 
all respects just the same as can be brought against the éényecoa 
κι τ᾿}. of v. 17, which has been so fully discussed above. The ques- 
tion is not, whether God is, in any sense, the author of sin in such ἃ 
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way as throws the guilt, or any portion of it, upon him, and removes 
or diminishes the criminality of the sinner. ‘The answer to this ques- 
tion is settled and certain from the tenor of the whole Bible, as well 
as from passages direct and express; e. g. James 1: 12.’ But the 
question is: Whether God, as the sovereign of the universe, has a 
right to dispose of, and does so dispose of, his creatures who are moral 
and free agents, as to place them in circumstances in which he knows 
they will sin; and, supposing it to be certain that in such a case what 
he foreknows will come to pass, whether it is proper for him to exhibit 
his punitive justice and power? ‘This is precisely the attitude of the 
question in v. 17; and it seems plain that the apostle has not let go 
the subject there discussed, but that he here presents it again in a 
somewhat different form, and in the way of direct antithesis. If any 
one is still stumbled at this, I must refer him to such texts as 1 Pet. 2: 
8. 1 Thess. 5:9, for God hath not appointed us to wrath, οὐκ ἔϑετο 


ἡμᾶς %.t.4., i.e. the implication is, that he has appointed some 


others, but not ws, to punishment, etc. Jude v. 4. Prov. 16:4. Add 
to these, such as designate the antithesis to this meaning, viz. the 
appointment of some to life eternal; as in Acts 13: 48. 2: 47. Eph. 1: 
4,5, 11. 2 Tim. 1: 9. Rom. 8: 29, 30. Eph. 3: 11, ἃ. If now to all 
these he adds such texts as 2 Sam. 12: 11. 16: 10. 1 K. 22:22. Josh. 
11:20. Ps. 105: 25. 1 K. 11:23. 2 Sam. 24: 1. Ex. 7: 18. 9: 12. 10: 
1, 20, 27. 11: 10. 14:8. Rom. 9: 17, 18. Deut. 2:30. Is. 63: 17. 
John 12: 40, he can no longer doubt that there is some sense, in which 
the sacred writers do declare that God is concerned with evil. In 
what sense, I have endeavoured to shew above, on v. 17. In the 
same sense, and in no other, can we suppose God to be here con- 
cerned with fitting the vessels of wrath for destruction. At all events 
there can be nothing more difficult in this, than there is in all the 
texts just referred to; and especially in Prov. 16: 4. Jude v. 4. 1 Pet. 
2:8. 1 Thess. 5:9. It is of no use to explain away the force of one 
text, while so many others meet us which are of the very same tenor; 
and some of which, at least, admit of no explaining away. And even 
if we give up the Bible itself, so long as we acknowledge a God, who 
is omnipotent and omniscient, we can not abate in the least degree 
from any of the difficulties which such texts make. The great prob- 
Jem is: How can entire free agency and accountability consist with 
entire dependence, and with the fact that our Creator has designs to 
accomplish even by our very wickedness? The how is the whole of 
the nodus ; and, as has been repeatedly said, is plainly beyond the 
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boundaries of human knowledge. In the mean time, as sin is actu- 


ally in the world, and men are actually accountable,—would it be any — 


relief to the difficulties of our question, to suppose God to be so impo- 
tent that he cannot bring good oui of evil; or so deficient in foro 
and wisdom, as to have made a plan for the world of intelligent moral 
beings, which is radically defective in regard to accomplishing the 
ends of benevolence, and which admits evil that was neither foreseen 
nor can be prevented, nor even turned to the accomplishment of good? 
I repeat it, would this be any relief for the difficulties of our question? 
I think every candid and sober man will answer in the negative. It 
is better, then, to let the subject rest where the Bible has placed it. 

He who admits a God, supreme, omniscient, omnipotent, holy, and 
benevolent, must admit that this God will make sin the occasion of 
exhibiting his punitive justice and power, for the good of the rational 
universe; and this is enough. This is what our text, and what v. 17, 
plainly implies. 

(23) Kat ἵνα γνωρίσῃ, an enallage of construction. Verse 22 
begins with εὖ Dehov .... ἐνδείξασϑαν.. . .. καὶ γνωρίσαι, i. 6. with 
a participle followed by the Infinitive mode. The same construction 
continued would require. [εὲ ϑέλων] γνωρίσαν τὸν πλοῦτον κ. τ. λ. 
But instead of this, we have ἵνα γνωρίση. In the same manner, the 
apostle might have said, εἰ δὲ ϑεὸς, ἵνα ἐνδείξῃ... . καὶ γνωρίση 

. ἤνεγκεν κι τ.λ. Now as both of these methods of expression 
amount to the same thing, and as both are equally good in respect to 


grammar, the apostle has used the one in v. 22, and the other in v. 23. ~ 


The rules of modern rhetoric would indeed require, that the same 
construction should be carried forward, with which the writer had 
commenced the sentence. But I suppose it will not be doubted, 
that Paul frequently departs from the rules in question. That ϑέλω 
may be followed by ἵνα with the Subjunctive, as well as by the Infin- 
itive, (like O¢Awy .... ἵνα γνωρίσῃ), is clear from such examples as 
occur in Matt. 7: 12. 20: 32 (where ἵνα is implied) ; 26: 17 id. 27: 
17 id. Mark 6. 25. 9: 30. 10: 51 (ἵνα implied), et saepe. That this 
may be so with the participle of ϑέλω as well as with the verb, appears 
froma 2 Cor. 11: 12, ϑελόντων .... iva... . εὐὑρηϑώσι κιτ.λ. The 
full construction here then, is [é¢ δὲ ϑέλων] ἵνα γνωρίσῃ x. τ. A. 

Tov πλοῦτον τῆς δόξης, his abundant glory, where the first noun 
stands as an adjective; comp. Heb. Gramm. § 440. b. Sxevn ἐλέους, 
i.e. vessels toward which his mercy was to be displayed ; the same 
as the κλητοὶ of 8: 28, and the antithesis here of σκεύη ὀργῆς.---ἰ A 


2 
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προητοίμασε, which he had before prepared; comp. Acts 18: 48. 
2:47. Eph. 1: 4, ὅ,.11. 2 Tim. 1: 9. Rom. 8: 28, 29,30. Eph. 3: 11, 
et al— Adar, glory, i.e. happiness, glory in heaven.—As to πλοῦ- 
tos, comp. Rom. 2: 4. Eph. 1: 7, 18. 2: 7. Col. 1: 27. 

After δόξαν there is plainly something wanting, in order that the 
sentence may correspond with #veyxe, x. τ. 4. in the verse above. 
The most appropriate verb to be supplied seems to be ἠλέησε, had 
mercy upon, it being suggested by the phrase σκεύη ἐλέους. But sup- 
plying this, we read thus: “[And if desiring] that he [God] might 
make known his rich grace toward the vessels of mercy which he 
had before prepared for glory, [he shewed mercy to] us whom he 
called, etc.” In this way all runs on smoothly ; and although I have 
not seen this exegesis of the passage in any commentator, I cannot 
help thinking that it is the most easy and obvious one. At all events, 
no one can read v. 23, with its ἤνεγκε x. τ. λ., without feeling that 
some corresponding verb is wanting here. 'Tholuck has represented 
ἐχάλεσε as being this verb; but the οὖς καί seems to forbid this. 
And besides, ἐκάλεσε does not seem to complete the sense. Under- 
stood as above explained, the sentiment is plain, and the transition in 
v. 24... οὔς καὶ κ. τ. λ., is facile. 

The same thing is accomplished in another way, viz. by suppos- 
ing the ellipsis to be completed from the former part of v. 23 thus: 


“ God, desiring that he might make known his rich grace toward the. 


vessels of mercy, which he had before prepared Sor glory 'y, [ἐγνώρεσε 


‘cov πλοῦτον τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ] ἡμᾶς, οὺς καὶ ἐχάλεσε x. 7.1.” 


This evidently comes to the same thing as the exegesis given above; 
and it has this preference over it, that the whole of the ellipsis is ΜΝ 
plied in so ‘many words from the preceding context. 
That ἡμᾶς is governed by some verb implied, seems to be plain; 
for ἐκάλεσε governs οὕς, not ἡμᾶς. “Huas, viewed in this light, is 
synonymous with oxevy ἐλέους, or is in apposition with it, and there- 
fore takes the same preposition (ἐπί) implied before it. The phrase 
connected stands thus, (according to the last proposed method of fil- 
ling up the ellipsis) : He made known his rich grace toward or unto 
us, [ἐπὶ] ἡμᾶς. " 
(24) Οὗς καὶ ἐκάλεσε, whom he did indeed call; καὶ Lafficinceeal or 
καὶ intensivum ; “καὶ intendit sive auget” nea ); comp. 8:28 
—30, and the notes on these verses. “4 boa 
Οὐ wovorv.... ἐθνῶν, not only from among the Jews, but also 
among the Gentiles. Comp. 3: 29, 30. 1: 16. 2:9, 10. 4: 9, 12. | 
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(25) “Ro καὶ. ΜΝ even so he οὐδ by Hosea. ᾿Εν ΗΝ 
may mean in Hisids ἢ i.e. in the book of Hosea; just as ἐν Δαβίδ 
(Heb. 4: 7) may mean in the book of David. But in both cases, it 
is perhaps more probable that the meaning is, by Hosea, by David ; 
like the Hebrew rwina, 73773. 

Καλέσω. . ἠγαπημένην, I will call him who was not my peo- 
ple, my pind ; and her who was not beloved, beloved; i. 6. the Gen- 
tiles, who were deemed outcasts from God and were strangers to the 
covenant of his promise, will I bring into a covenant relation with 
me, and number among my beloved family ; I will make them “ sons 
and daughters of the Lord almighty.” ~The object of the quotation 
is to support the assertion just made, that the vessels of mercy were 
chosen from the Gentiles as well as the Jews, without any respect of 
persons. 

In regard to the manner of the quotation, the Hebrew runs thus: 
“T will love her, who was not beloved ; and I will say to her who was 
not my people, My people art thou,” Hos. 2: 28 (25). The Sept. 
have literally rendered this in the same order: ἀγαπήσω τὴν οὐκ 
ἀγαπημένην %.t.4. The apostle has changed the order, and put 
καλέσω before both phrases, instead of saying (with the Heb. and 





Sept.) ayannow....xai ἐρῶ x.t.4. Of course he has quoted ad 
sensum, not ad literam. : 
(26) Kai ἔσται... ξῶντος, and it shall come to pass, in the 


place where it was said to them: Ye are not my people, there shall 
they be called the sons of the living God; another quotation from 
Hos. 1: 10 (2: 1), to the same purpose as the preceding one. In both 
cases the original Hebrew has reference to the reception and resto- 
ration to favour of Israel, who had been rejected on account of their 
transgressions. | What was originally said of them, thus cast away 
and rejected, on occasion of their being again restored to favour, the 
apostle now applies to the receiving of the Gentiles, who had been 
“strangers to the covenant of promise, and aliens from the common- 
wealth of Israel.” It is an accommodation of the words of the pro- 
phet, so as to express his own views on the present occasion. But 
at the same time it is still more; for the principle of God's dealing, 
_ which is disclosed in the original passages, and applied to Israel who 
was rejected and cast off, but eventually restored, is the same which 
is involved in the sign to favour of the Gentiles, who had been 
out-casts. 

In respect to the quotation, it accords exactly with the original 


ΓΟ 
ROS αὶ ROMANS 9: 27, 28. 








Hebrew. The Sept., instead of the ἐχεῖ κληϑήσονται of the apostle, 
has κληϑήσονταιν καὶ αὐτοί. 

(27) Thus much for the reception of the Gentiles. Next, as to 
the casting off of the great body of the Jews; a point the most dif 
ficult of all, to be maintained in a satisfactory manner. In order, 
however, to settle the question on this point, the apostle appeals to 
the declarations of the Hebrew prophets themselves. “Hoailag δὲ... 
"Isoanh, Isaiah moreover says, in respect to Israel. Aé continua-— 
tive, i.e. it stands before an additional clause designed to illustrate 
and confirm the preceding declaration.—Koakev, exclaims, speaks 
aloud or openly. 

*Eav, although or if; Heb. here, 08 °>, although. 2¢ ἡ ἄμμος 
τῆς ϑαλασσῆς, i. 6. so great that it cannot be reckoned, exceedingly 
great. 170 κατάλειμμα σωϑήσεται, a remnant [only] shall be saved. 
Κατάλειμμα here, and the corresponding Heb. "NY, means a small 
number, a residue only. And correspondently with this the context 
onthe us to interpret the word, both here and in Is. 10: 22, seq., 
from which it is quoted. This sense is the only one apposite to the 
apostle’s purpose ; which is to shew that the Hebrew prophets had 
foretold the same thing which he affirms, viz. that only a remnant of 
Israel is to be saved. In the original Hebrew, the passage has pro- 
bably the same sense as here, i.e. it relates to the times of the Mes- 
siah ; as may be seen by comparing Is. 10: 20,21. The meaning of 
v. 22 seems to be, that only a small remnant of them [small compar- 
ed with those who had perished] will return to the Lord, so as to be 
received by him. 

(28) Aoyov.... γῆς, quoted verbatim from the Sept., Is. 10: 
22, 23, with the etediliibn that yao is added by the apostle, to shew 
that he continues quoting for the sake of confirmation ; for ovjoee 
Kvouos, the Sept. has Αυριος ποιήσει" and for ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, the 
Sept. has ἐν τῇ οἰκουμένῃ ὅλη. The original Hebrew runs some- 


_ what differently ; destruction is decreed, which shall make justice over- 


flow ; yea, destruction is verily determined on; the Lord Jehovah will 
execute it in the midst of all the land. The Sept. and the apostle 
both represent the general sense of the Hebrew, but do not follow the 
words. Adyov συντελῶν means, accomplishing his word, i.e. his 
promise or threat of excision. Kai συντέμνων, deciding, bringing to 
an end,. accomplishing, viz. his λόγον, as before.— Ev δικαιοσύνῃ, 
carrying all this into execution, so as to satisfy the demands of 


Justice. 








his word decreed, i.e. hia threatening determined on, or decisively 
made, decisively pronounced. “Lai τῆς γῆς, on the land of Israel. 

The object of the whole is only to show, that God of old threat- 
ened to destroy great multitudes of the Jews for contumacy ; and 
that it is no new thing now to say, that great numbers of them will 
perish, mn the Gentiles are received to favour. 

(29) Ka . Hoaiius, yea, [it happens] as Isaiah had Ἄν. 
said. Kai ers imo, immo. ‘The object of this quotation is 
the same as that of the preceding one, viz. to shew that it is no new 
or strange thing, that a part, yea a large portion, of Israel should be 
rejected or cut off on account of their apostasy or unbelief. Conse- 
quently καὶ was followed, in the mind of the writer, (and of course it 
should be in the mind of the reader), by yiverae or ἐγένετο, it hap- 
pens or has happened. Tlooe’onxe here does not mean predicted, 
(as it does in some cases), but had before said. 'The apostle had 
just cited one passage from Isaiah, viz. 10: 22, 23, and here he adds: 
“To the same purpose had Isaiah spoken in a preceding part of his 
prophecy,’ viz. in 1:9, καὶ καϑος προείρηκεν Hoaias. 

Κύριος Σαβαώϑ,, the Lord of Hosts. The Hebrew name niNa¥ 
is often added to the title "πὴ πὸ or DYTDN (TEN), and designates 
the Supreme Being as Lord of the hosts of heaven, i.e. of the an- 
gels, etc., in heaven. There does not appear to be any good reason 
for the opinion of Von Colln, which Tholuck adopts, that this 
title was first given to Jehovah because he was the mighty de- 
Fender (7123) of Israel; and afterwards, because he was consid- 
ered as the Lord of the stars, which are called the host of heaven. 
The Lord of the heavenly hosts, i.e. the angels, nIN3¥ 517%, is 
more simple: and so Gesenius appears to understand it in his Fe ‘ 
comp. Ps. 68: 17, where the “chariots of God are said to be twenty 
thousand, even thousands of angels,” and “the Lord to be among 
them ;” also Deut. 33: 2, where he is said to ὁ come with myriads of 
his holy ones (3p nina); comp. 2 K. 6: 16,17. Dan. 7: 10, 

“thousand of thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand times 
ten thousand stood before him.” I add only, that the appellation 
MINIS does not occur in the Pentateuch, nor in the book of Judges, 
and that it is most frequent in Isaiah, Jeremiah, Zechariah, and Mal- 
achi. The apostle appears to have retained the Hebrew word un- 


_ translated, because it is so retained in the Septuagint version of Is. — 


1: 9, which he here quotes. 
δ. 
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“Σπέρμα here corresponds to the Hebrew 3°, the literal mean- 
ing of which is not seed, but remnant, i. e. that which is left or saved _ 
after a general overthrow or destruction. In Deut. 3: 3 and Is. 1: 9, 
the Septuagint has σπέρμα for TI. «Σπέρμα often means posteri, 
posterity, those who come after one. But I apprehend the ground of 
the usage in this case, by the Seventy, is, that σπέρμα (what ts sown, 
seed) denotes what remains of grain, after the consumption for the 
year, until seed time comes, which is then sown; so that, considered 
in this light, σπέρμα is equivalent to residuum, which is the sense of 
it here. 

f ‘Qo Τύμοῤῥα ἂν ὡμοιώϑημεν, instead of Τομόῤῥᾳ ἂν ὡμοιώϑη- 
μὲν, 1. 6. Toudgée¢ in the Dative after μοιώϑημεν. The Gree 
could employ either construction; at least the Seventy have done 
see in Hos. 4: 6. Ezek. 32: 2, in ish latter case both νυ 
are employed in the same sentence; λέοντι ἐθνῶν ὡμοιώϑης ov, 
καὶ ὡς δράκων ὃ ἐν τῇ ϑαλάσση. The Hebrew is > 35. To 
be like Gomorrha, is to be utterly destroyed, as this city was. The 
sentiment therefore is: ‘Isaiah said, concerning the Jews, that only 

_ asmall remnant should be rescued from utter destruction.’ 
ἂν It is true, that in Is. 1: 9, the passage does not respect the spirit- 
ual, but the temporal punishment of the Jews. But the ground of the 
apostle’s reasoning here is analogy. His object is, as it all along 
through the pter has been, to illustrate a principle of action. 

“What God did at one time, and in one respect, he may do at another 

time and ina different respect, provided the principle concerned shall 

be the same. And surely it is no more against his benevolence or 

his justice, to punish spiritually for transgressions of a spiritual na- 

τὴ ture, i.e. for continued impenitence and unbelief, than it is to punish 

temporally for sins against himself. His pr ises to Abraham and 

his seed, i.e. his iteral descendants, are only and always condi- 

tional, either as t temporal or spiritual sible Of course, 

ἥδ same principl action applies to both, when God punishes. 

t is on this groun , then, that the apostle adduces instances of 

threatening temporal evil, in order to illustrate and confirm spiritual 
threats. 

_ Overlooking this obvious Ὁ δοιὰ of analogical reasoning, many 

fii, ᾿ commentators on Rom. 1x. have very strenuously maintained, that all 

‘ales nich i is there said pertains only to the present world and to things 

f a merely temporal nature, or at most, only to the external privileges 

ΠΥ of religion; and all this, because the instances here produced, are 
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mostly of such a kind. But let any one look back first on chap. 8: 
28—39, which most plainly gives rise to the whole discussion in chap. 
- 1x.; then contemplate the resumption of this theme in chap. 9: 6; 
and above all, let him view the summing up of the main object in 
chap. 9: 18—23, and then glance forward to vs. 30—33; and it does 
seem to me, that unles¥ he has made up his mind in an a priori way, 
before he comes to the study of the text, he cannot entertain any 


doubt what the object of the writer is. That extravagant positions have — 


been advanced, on the ground of Rom. 1x., which are revolting to 
piety and to right views of God and of human liberty, I should be 
among the last to deny. How easy it is for ardent polemics, when © 
sugaged in controversy and hardly pushed by subtle and able antag- © 
onists, to venture on extravagant positions, positions which depend on 
an exegesis ad literam, and not upon one ad sensum, need not be 
shewn, when the melancholy examples of such facts stand out so 
boldly in relief. But why all this should be charged to Paul, and why 
those who differ in sentiment from speculative critics of this class, 
should go so far over in the opposite direction, as to lose all sight of the 
apostle’s object and aim, and make him discuss things of a merely 
temporal nature, when he begins, continues, and ends with a spiritual 


theme ;—why all this is so frequently done, should be well looked to 


by those who are engaged i in doing it. ‘They may be very sincere in 
their opinions ; and this I would by no means call in question. Buta 
man may be sincerely wrong, as well as sincerely right; and when he 
is so through prejudice, through the heat of dispute, through reliance’ 
on mere human authority, through want of diligence and candour in 
studying the word of God, and judging with respect to its meaning ; 
then it is but just, that his divine Lord and Master should consider 
him as accountabl is' wrong judgment, and for the mischief 
which he does to ἐν 5 ἂς it. If I am myself in the very predica- 
ment which I am here describing, may God in mercy open oo 
eyes to see the truth as it. in reality is, tha may not wander an 
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CHAP, IX. 30—33. 


Having thus completed the illustration and confirmation of his views 
specting the sovereign dispensations of God, as to his mercy and his justice 
the apostle now repeats in substance a leading sentiment of his epistle, viz., 
that justification being wholly gratuitous, and by faith in Christ, it is extended 
to all who will receive it as such, and so brings the’Gentiles within its reach; 
while the Jews, rejecting this method Ivation, have failed to obtain justifi- 
cation ; for they have stumbled at the doctrine of the cross, and been unable to 
ind acceptance with God on the ground of merit, or by deeds of law. As no 
doctrine of the gospel was more repulsive to the Jews, than the truth that 
_ preference would be given to believing Gentiles over them, or at least a full 
admission to the same privileges in all respects; so Paul takes occasion fre- 
quently and solemnly to impress this important principle upon them. 







(30) Zi οὖν ἐροῦμεν; a preface or transition to a summ 

what he had been inculcating in the preceding context. It is ast 

. as to say: ‘How then may all that has been said on the point under 

ν᾿ consideration, be summed up? What in brief is the whole matter?’ 
The answer follows : 

a "Ow .... ἐκ πίστεως, that the Gentiles, who did not seek after 

ty Spt have obtained justification, even that justification which 

y faith. ‘That is, one principal thing which I have maintained, 

ys ‘ii I have averred that the Gentiles have become the children of 

braham by faith and are received in the Pleas of the unbelieving 

Jews), is, that those who did not seek after justyfit , i. e. who were 

once estranged from God and his law, were en nies to all which is 

ie. and utterly regardless of spiritual blessings—these have now 

ΕΣ tained justification by faith, i. e. they are admitted by the mercy 

of God, without any merit on their part, to participate in the bless- 

ings of the gospel, even in the justification which Christ has procured. 

: “ῴκω is aenenils used, even in the classic authors, in a sense 

like ζητεῖν" and so in Solades 39 for wp 

(31) Ἰσραὴλ... οὐκ ἔφϑασε, but Israel, who sought ies a law of 

_ Justification, ὦ pave not attained to a law of just ification. ‘That is, 

rael, who, “con ding in their own merit and good works, _betook 

mselves for justific 

_ the divine law, or b ook themselves to the law as a means of justifi- 

ation, have not found or atipined to such a law as would ne 
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will exhibit; and consequently, no one can obtain acceptance on the 
iy of legal obedience, or by works of law. The apostle proceeds 





efly to state the ground of what he had just asserted. 

(32) “Διατί; ὅτι... νόμου" Why? because [they sought] not by 
faith, but by works of law; i.e. Israel did not seek for justification 
in a gratuitous way, but by le e. meritorious obedience. That 
éx πίστεως, by faith, imal. Sines in the mind of the writer, 
the idea of gratuitous justification, is certain from Rom. 4: 4, 5, andi 
especially 4: 16. From a comparison of 8: 20—28, it is equally clear, Ὁ 
that ἐξ ἔργων νόμου means, meritorious obedience, i. 6. ἃ complete 
obedience to every precept of the law, in such a way that the reward 
onsequent on perfect obedience can be claimed. Such a reward, 













stle maintains, it is now impossible for any one of the human | 
race to obtain, “ because all have sinned, and come short of the glory J 
of God.” ae 


Now as the Jews were self-righteous and proud, they of course _ ’ 
lacked that humility and sense of ill-desert which the gospel demands, » 4 
and without which its salvation is not to be had. This pride and | ἢ 
self-righteousness led them to reject the Saviour of lost sinners, and 
to refuse all trust or confidence in him. Here it was, that they _ 
stumbled and fell, yea, even to their own dais ; as the ale 
goes on to say : 

Προοσέκοψα Ὥ . γέγραπται, Sor they stumbled on the stone ᾿ 
of stumbling, as it is sri Tug here is causal, ie. standing b 
fore a clause which assigns the cause or reason why Israel had - 
obtained δικαιοσύνην. To the question, διατί; why? viz., Why 
did not Israel obtain justification? the apostle answers, (1) Because 
they sought it by legal obedience and not by faith. (2) As subordi- 
nate to this he says ae did not exercise faith, because they were 
offended with the Ν , as he appeared among them; they were 
stumbled at his character and claims. The γὰρ κὰν as causal, 
before this last clause. o> 

(33) ᾿»δοὺ .... . καταισκυνθήσεται, behok 
ἐξ stumbling sail a rock of offence ; but ever one who believeth on 
him, shall not be ashamed. A peculiar quotation, made up of Is. 28: 
16 and8: 14. The former passage runs thus: “ Behold, I have laid 
in Zion a stone, a corner stone, tr precious, a firm Pan ; he 
who confides in it shall not be afraid.’—The latter passage thus: 
_ “ And he shall be for a refuge, and for a stone of stumbling and a. 
rock of offence to both houses of Israel.” It appears, then, that OO 
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stone of stumbling and rock of offence, in Rom. 9: 33, comes from 
Is. 8: 14, while the rest of the verse is taken from Is. 28: 16. 

It is a very common practice among the Jewish Rabbies, in cit-— 
ing the Scriptures, to mix passages together that are of the same 
tenor ; and I may add, this is done by writers every day, without 
any consciousness of doing violence to the Scriptures, or of using an 
improper liberty; see Surenhusius’ BiGiog Καταλλάγης, Par. V. 

A, 43. But however this may be, the fact that the apostle has done 
» 80, seems to be plain. The ods will observe, that in Is. 28; 16, 
the predicates of the stone that was to be laid in Zion, are, that it is 
sc _ tried, precious, a firm foundation; but one of the predicates ἴῃ. 
814i is, that itis a stone of stumbling or a rock of offence. This 
is just what would coincide with the design of the apostle in the pas- 
, sage before us. He is describing the unbelief of the Jews, their re- 
‘jection of the Messiah. Of course the stone of stumbling is best 

: adapted to the description of their case. 

& It would seem to be clear, from the manner in which Paul cites 
both of these passages, that he applied them both to the Messiah; 
or at least, that they were, in his view, capable of such an applica- 
ion in the way of analogy. Tholuck and many others understand 

- them in the former way. The Chaldee Targum, on Is. 28: 16, trans- 

| lates thus: ‘‘ See, I place in Zion a King, a mighty and powerful 

King ;” meaning the Messiah. Also the Babylonish Talmud (Tract. 
Sanhedrin. fol. 38, 1), the book of Zohar, and Jarchi. Kimchi also 
speaks of such an interpretation being given. In the New Testa- 

; ment, if the reader will compare Matt. 21: 42, 44. Luke 20: 17, 18, 

and 1 Pet. 2: 5—7, he will find that Ps. 118: 22 (“the stone which 
the builders refused is become the headstone of the corner’’), and Is. 
8:14 are joined together, on account of Ὁ Ὁ} esemblance and their 
reference to the same object. Peter has not only joined these two 
passages, but added a third, viz. Is. 28: 16, and referred them all to 
he Messiah. 5. casts light, therefore, on the intermingling of 
xts by Paul, in the passage under consideration. 
In egal to the text in Is. 8: 14, it seems evident from Luke 2: 
<) ine ta that the pious part « of the pri to hee the least, were accustomed 

















a hen he takes the child Jesus hie arms, and says: “ This child is 
os { 5 et for the fall and rise of many in Israel, a sign that shall be spoken 
against.” So the Gemara (Tract. Sanhedrin) also interprets Is. 8: 
ῷ 14, of the Messiah. That the Messiah would be rejected by the 
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Jews, is plainly enough predicted, (as their own ancient Rabbies ac- 
Anowledge), i in Ps. xxu. Is. um. Zech. x1. xm, etc. So the Bere- 
-shith Rabba, (a mystical commentary on ΘΗΝ written, about 
A. D. 300, by Rabbi Bar Nachmani), says: “One will sing no song, 
until the Messiah shall be treated with scorn; as it is written in Ps, 
89: 52.” ey ὰ 

The objection against the Messianic interpretation of Is. 8: 14. 
28: 16, viz. that ‘circumstances then present are referred to, nn 
threatening of present punishment uttered, and excitement to present τ 
hopes and confidence then proffered,’ cannot weigh much against 
such an interpretation. The prospect of the future was then held ae 
gut by the prophet to the wicked as a matter of dread; to the pious, 
asa matter of hope and joy. Let'us see, now, how this matter stood. Ὡ 
The Jews looked forward to a great deliverer, to a period of great 
prosperity and glory in the days of their Messiah. What says the % 
prophet? He says: ‘The days of the Messiah himself shall bring = 
no liberation of the wicked from evil; they shall be consolatory only ἣν 
to the good; for even the Messiah himself will be only a stone of 
stumbling and a rock of offence to the wicked.’ This is both predic- 
tion and preaching. It threatens and consoles, while it discloses 
what is yet future. _ * ; 

Who can venture to say, now, that the prophet could not, or did 
not, entertain such views as these, and speak in such a manner? Af 
ter the interpretation of Christ himself and. of his apostles, in such ~ 
a way as to support this view, we may venture to embrace it wna 
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any hazard. 
Οὐ καταισχυνϑήσεται, in the Hebrew wan? xd. Paul seems to 
have read (and so the Seventy also), 3°37 xd or wins xd. The a 


present Hebrew ie ND, means literally, he shall not make 
haste ; but a secondary and derived sense of this same verb, is, to be 
afraid, to be agitated with fear so as to betake one’s self to fight. In 
this latter sense, it comes in substance to the same sense that xazavo- es 
χυνϑήσεταν expresses, viz. that of disappointed expectation an "ὦ 


hope, failure ne obtaining security and Μαρίαν ~ “Non refert ver- 
— sed res.’ 
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CHAP. X. 1—21. 


Having thus shewn that the casting off of Israel cannot be alleged as a 
wrong on the part of their sovereign Lord and Ruler, and that the Scriptures 
contain many examples of the like dealing with individuals, as well as predic- 
tions respecting the rejection of the Jews; having also declared very explicitly 
that this rejection is because of theirmmbelief in respect to the Messiah, and 
their confidence in their own merits; the apostle now proceeds again to testify 
(as he had done in chap. 9: 1—5) his strong affection for his kinsmen after the 
flesh, and his ardent desires and prayers for their salvation. Nothing can be 
more appropriate than the expression of so much kind and deeply interested 
feeling, on his part, for the Jews, whom he is obliged to denounce and threaten 
because of their character and conduct. It serves to shew, that he does not do 
this in the spirit of revenge, or because he loves denunciation ; but that he 
does it with a sorrowful heart and eyes full of tears, that his bowels yearn over 
them, and that he retains for them all the affection which he once had when 
acting with them, yea, even more, and that too of a higher and better nature. 

He had just said, that Israel was διύχων νόμον Sacaoatiie + oe » καὶ οὐκ 
ἔφϑασε. Here he resumes the theme, and explains himself more at large. He 
states the reason why they did not attain justification, vs. 2, 3, and goes on to 
shew, that Moses himself confirms the same ideas which he had disclosed to 
them relative to faith and works, vs.4—8. The sentiment, that belief in Christ 
is necessary for all, both Jew and Greek, is still further confirmed by vs. 9—12. 

The apostle next presents the Jew, as objecting thus: ‘If we allow what 
you say as to the necessity of faith or belief in Christ, yet how are we to be 
blamed for rejecting him, in case he has never been preached or declared to 
us?’ vs. 13—15. 


* 


% To this the apostle answers, (1) That not all who have heard the gospel, 


elieve it; as Isaiah himself declares, vs. 16,17. (2) But further; the objec- 
tion cannot be truly made, that the Jews have not heard the gospel, at least 
enjoyed the opportunity of hearing it; for one may apply to them, in this 
respect, the words of Ps. 19: 4; or the words of Moses, in Deut. 32: 21; or of 
Isaiah, in 65: 1, 2: so that they are left without any just apology for their 
unbelief, vs. 18—21. y : 

(1) ‘A μὲν εὐδοκία τῆς ἐμῆς καρδίας, the benevolent or kind de- 
sire of my heart ; i.e. his sincere and hearty wish, (as we say), is, 
ete.—Ei¢ σωτηρίαν, for salvation, i.e. for their salvation. Literally 
my prayer to God for them [is] unto or in respect to salvation. But 
εἰς is frequently used in the New Testament in the same sense as 5 
in Hebrew; e. g. Rom. 16: 6, εἰς ἡμᾶς, for us; 1 Cor. 8: 6, εἰς av- 
τόν, for him, i.e. for his honour and glory ; 2 Cor. 8: 6, εἰς ὑμᾶς, for 

_ your advantage ; and so often. The phrase ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν [ἐστιν] εἰς 
owrnolayr, is altogether equivalent, then, to ἔνα σωϑύῦσι, or ὑπὲρ τῆς 
σωτηρίας αὐτῶν. ; 

(2) Maorvee γὰρ αὐτοῖς, for Ibear them witness. Τρ illustran- 
tis, i.e. standing before a clause that suggests some consideration 
which has a bearing on the preceding declaration. The apostle 

_ means to say, that he retains a strong affection for the Jews, and 
prays sincerely and ardently for their salvation ; and specially so, as 
they have much feeling and zeal in respect to the subject of religion. 


᾽ .᾿ 
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Miwoie: is the πα rn μαρτυρῶ" sie this vert οαὐδηδωδῃ dikes the 
Dative of the person or thing, for whom or which testimony is given. 
“Ore ζῆλον ϑεοῦ ἔχουσι, that they have a zeal for God; 
being the Genitive of the object to which ζῆλον stands related. So 
in John 2: 17, ὁ ζῆλος τοῦ οἴκου σου, zeal for the honour of thine 
house; comp. Ps. 69: 10 (9), JN"2 NIP, also Acts 22:3, and John 
16: 2. The apostle means to say, that the Jews.had much zeal for 
objects of a religious nature, for such objects as had a relation to 
God ; or in other words, that they possessed strong feelings and sym- 
, pathies of a religious nature. And with this representation all ac- 
counts of them agree. Philo, Josephus, the various writers of the 
New Testament, by the facts which they disclose, most abundantly 
confirm the correctness of this declaration. 
"AN οὐ κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν, but not according to knowledge ; 1. 6. 
“not an intelligent, discerning, enlightened zeal; not a zeal regulated 
by a proper understanding of what was really religious truth. They 
persecuted Christians, for example, unto death, and yet thought them- 
selves to be doing service for God, λατρείαν Oem, John 16:2. There 
may be zeal. without knowledge, which is superstitious, persecuting, 


hostile to the peace and happiness of the community; and there may 


be knowledge without zeal, which is cold, skeptical, unfeeling, and 
which devils may possess as well as men. An actual union of both 
is accomplished only by sincere piety ; and a high degree, only by 
ardent piety. . 

(3) “Ayvoobyres γὰρ... δικαιοσύνην, for being ignorant of that 
justification which is of God. Θεοῦ here is Gen. auctoris, i. 6. a Gen- 
itive designating the author of that which the preceding noun signi- 
fies. Tv τοῦ ϑεοῦ δικαιοσύνην is that method of justification, viz. 
gratuitous or by faith, which God has established, appointed, or re- 
vealed in the gospel. It stands opposed, here, to τὴν ἐδίαν δικαιοσύ- 
wny, i. 6. justification on the ground of merit or by the works of law. 
Teo causal, i. 6. standing before a clause which gives the reason or 
ground of the assertion, αλλ οὐ κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν, and consequently it 
may be rendered for. 

The apostle does not mean by ἀγνοοῦντες, to imply that the Jews 
had enjoyed no opportunity to become acquainted with the dcxazo- 
σύνην ϑεοῦ" for this would contradict what he says in the sequel, v. 
18, seq. He means only to say, that whatever their opportunities of 
knowledge had been, they were in fact still ignorant, and criminally 
ignorant, of the gospel method of justification. 
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Kai τὴν ἰδίαν .... στῆσαι, and seeking to establish their own 
justification. To establish, στῆσαι, means here, to render valid, to 
muke good one’s claims. 'The Jews sought for and expected justifica- 
tion by their own merit, i. e. by obedience to their laws, specially the 
ceremonial ones. How defective their views were, on the subject of 
what is required by the law of God, particularly in a spiritual respect, 
is manifest from the whole of the New Testament, but specially so 
from the declarations of the Saviour in his Sermon on the Mount, 
Matt. V. seq. That justification in the way of merit was impossible, 
the apostle had before shewn in chaps. 11. 11. 

Οὐκ ὑπετάγησαν, they have not submitted themselves ; in which 
rendering we give to the second Aor. of the Pass. voice, the reflexive 
sense of the Middle voice. So the Aorists of the Passive are fre- 
quently used ; see Buttm. Gr. Gramm. ὃ 123. 2. Winer’s N. Test. 
Gramm. 2 edit. ὁ 33.2. But if we render οὐκ ὑπετάγησαν passive- 
ly, they have not been subjected, the sense will be substantially the 
same. 

Sentiment of the verse: “ Having no correct views of justification 
by grace, and being earnestly desirous of justification on the ground 
of their own merit, they reject the justification which God has prof 
fered to them in the gospel.’ 

(4) kos γὰρ νόμου Χριστός, for Christ is the end of the law; 
i.e. belief in Christ, receiving him by faith and thus attaining to 
δικαιοσύνη ϑεοῦ, accomplishes the end or olject of what the law 
would accomplish, viz. which perfect obedience to the law would 
accomplish. In this simple way, and consonant with the context, I 
interpret this long agitated and much controverted text. That τέλος 
has often the same meaning, substantially the same, which is here 
given to it, may be abundantly shewn. It is frequently used to denote 
exitus rei, the event, end, ultimate object or design of a thing; e. g. 
Matt. 26: 58, ἐδεῖν τὸ τέλος, to see the event, final end; Rom. 6: 21, 
τὸ τέλος, the end or final event of those things, is death; 2 Cor. 11: 
15, ὦν τὸ τέλος, whose end, final state or condition, i. e. reward, shall 
be according to their works; Phil. 8: 19, ὧν τὸ τέλος, whose end or 
Jinal state, shall be destruction ; 1 Tim. 1: 5, τὸ δὲ τέλος τῆς παρα7- 
yehias, now the ultimate end, object, design of the commandment, etc. ; 
Heb. 6: 8, ἧς τὸ τέλος εἰς καῦσιν, whose end or final reward is burn- 

‘ing. See also James 5: 11. 1 Pet. 1: 5, τὸ τέλος, the end or event of 
your faith, is the,salvation of your souls; 4:17. So in other Greek 
writings; e. g. τὸ τέλος τοῦ πράγματος εἰς κακίαν ἄγει, Test. XII. 


\ 
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Patriarch. p. 689, τό τούτου τέλος ἐν Dew ἦν, the end or event of this 
matter was with the Divinity, Demosth. 292. 22. So in the phrases 
τέλος λαμβάνειν, παρέρχεσϑαν εἰς τέλος, ἐκ τοῦ τέλους γνωρισϑεν- 
ταί, Ἀ.τ.λ. 

From all this, there remains no good reason to doubt, that τέλος 
may mean here, exitus, the end, final olject, the result; i.e. the end 
which the law was intended to accomplish or bring about, has been 
brought about or accomplished by Christ. Now the end of the law, 
was the justification of men, i. 6. their advancement to happiness and 
glory in a future world. So the apostle himself states im the sequel : 
“The man that doeth these things shall live by them.” But inas- 
much as “ all men have sinned and come short of the glory of God,” 
so “no flesh can be justified by the deeds of the law ;” in other words, 
legal justification on the ground of merit, is now impossible. But what 
the law cannot accomplish, Christ does accomplish ; for through him 
the justification of sinners is brought about, which would otherwise be 
impossible. Christ then is the end of the law, i. e. he accomplishes 
or brings about that which the law was designed to accomplish—the 
acceptance of men with God, and their admission to the happiness of 
the future world. 

That v. 4 is only epexegetical of the last clause of the preceding 
verse, seems to me quite plain; and the γάρ intimates this. Christ 
then is asserted, in v. 4, to be the end of the law, i. e. to answer the 
same end which the law perfectly obeyed would answer, as to jus- 
tification. 

But τέλος has been very differently construed ; viz. (a) As mean- 
ing end in the sense of ending or completion. In this case νόμος is 
interpreted as meaning the ceremonial law; so that the sentiment is: 
‘Christ has, by his coming, made an end of the ceremonial law.’ But 
it is a sufficient objection to this interpretation, that it is wholly zrredc- 
vant to the subject now under discussion; which is, whether jus- 
tification is by merit, as the Jews believed, or by grace. This 
interpretation, however, has been defended by Augustine, Gregory 
Thaumat., Schlichting, Le Clerc, Limborch, and some others. 

(Ὁ) Christ is the τελείωσις or πλήρωμα of the Jewish law, i. e. 
Christ perfectly fulfilled or obeyed it. But this explanation, although 
defended by Origen, Pelagius, Ambrose, Melancthon, Vatablus, Cal- 
vin, etc., fails in being able to make out a wsws loguendi in favour of 
such a sense vf the word τέλος. And moreover; what is it to the 
purpose of the apostle? To say that Christ obeyed the whole law, 


/ 
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ritual, or moral, or both, is saying what indeed is true; but then it 
has no direct or visible bearing on the subject immediately before the 
mind of the writer. There are two ways of justification, one wrong 
way and one right one; this it is his object to shew. Now the Jews, 
having chosen the wrong one, viz. their own works of law, i. e. their 
own merits, have of course missed the right one, i. e. that a faith 
on Christ. 

(c) Chrysostom, Theodoret, Beza, Βαιθσαν S. Schmidt, Bengel, 
Turretin, Heumann, Tholuck, etc., understand τέλος in the sense of 
end, design, final object. Tholuck explains it thus: viz. that the law 
teaches us our sinfulness and our need of a Saviour, and this was 
what it was designed to accomplish ; and thus it leads us in the end 
to Christ, or to Christ as its final end. He finds an exact parallel in 
Gal. 3: 24: “ The law is our aawduyoyog to bring us to Christ.” 
But why we should give the passage this turn here, I cannot see; for 
the writer has expressly told us in what respect he means that Christ 
was the end of the law, viz. εἰς δικαιοσύνην. And in accordance with 
this, Flatt has expounded the passage thus: ‘Christ is the τέλος νόμου 
in respect to δικαιοσύνη" he has brought it about, that we should 
not be judged after the strictness of the law. He has removed the 
sentence of condemnation, from all those who receive the gospel.’— 
Well and truly. 

Eig... . πιστεύοντι, in respect to the justification of every be- 
liever. This designates, as I have before observed, the very respect 
in which Christ was τέλος νόμου, He is so to every believer; but 
not so to others, i.e. not so while they are unbelievers, although he is 
proffered to them. as mighty and willing to save all who will come 
unto God through him. Tori %.t.4. in the Dative, as the person 
for whom. 

(5) Mwiions yao, yao illustrantis again ; for the whole of the 
quotations which follow are plainly designed to illustrate the two dif- 
ferent methods of justification which the apostle had just brought into 
view. Ivages describeth, delineateth ; often used in such a sense.— 
Τὴν δικαιοσύνην τὴν ἐκ τοῦ νόμου, legal justification, i.e. merito- 
rious justification, one which a man may claim as the proper reward 
of his own good deeds or obedience. The apostle makes this appeal 
to Moses, both to confirm and illustrate his own declarations, and to 
shew also that he is ineulcating no new doctrine. 
te \WOge .... ἐν αὐτοῖς, that the man who doeth these things, shall 
live by them. Ὅτε is prefixed here to a quotation, as usual, and has 
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the sense of our viz., namely, or as follows. The Greek word itself 
seems in reality to be the neuter of ὅστες, ὅτι = ὁ τί, i.e. this thing, 
videlicet. 

ἸΠοιήσας αὐτά, viz. the things spoken of in the preceding con- 
text. The quotation is from Lev. 18: 5, which has a reference to 
preceding ordinances and statutes recorded in Leviticus. Tovéw is 
very frequently employed in the sense of performing, obeying, a 
statute, ordinance, etc., or obeying the will of another.—Zrjoerae ἐν 
αὐτοῖς, he shall be rendered happy by them, i.e. by obedience to 
such statutes, etc. Obedience, i.e. entire obedience, shall render 
him happy, shall entitle him to the rewards that are proffered to the 
obedient. That the Jews understood something more than happi- 
ness in the present life, by the "πὶ (ζήσεται) in Lev. 18: 5, seems 
probable from the version of Onkelos: “ He shall live in eternal life 
by them.” So the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan: “‘ He shall live in 
eternal life, and have a part with the righteous.” 

(6) “HZ δὲ... λέγει, but justification by faith speaketh thus. 
Aé, but, here in distinction from, or in opposition to, the preceding 
declaration. “Ζικαιοσύνη is here personified. The sense is the same 
as to say: ‘One who preaches justification by faith, might say, etc.’ 

My .... σου, say not in thine heart, i. 6. within thyself. ΤῸ say 
within one’s self, is to think, imagine, suppose. So the Greek φήμι is 
sometimes used for internal saying, i.e. thinking. “Ev τῇ καρδίᾳ 
σου, 7252 , where 55 (heart) is used like 152 (soul), for self; and 
so very often, in the Hebrew language. 

Tig... οὐρανὸν; who shall ascend to heaven? etc. The whole 
appeal and method of reasoning is in an analogical way. Moses, 
near the close of his life, in a general exhortation to obedience, 
which he addressed to the Hebrew nation, assigns as one reason why — 
they should obey, that the statutes of the Lord which he had given 
them, were plain and intelligible ; they “‘were not hidden from them, 
neither were they afar off,’ Deut. 30: 11. In order to enforce this 
last thought the more effectually, he dwells upon it, and illustrates it 
in several ways. “The commandment,” says he, “is not in heaven, 
that thou shouldest say : Who shall go up for us to heaven, and bring 
it unto us, that we may hear it and doit. Neither is it beyond the sea, 
that thou shouldst say: Who shall go over the sea for us, and bring it 
unto us, that we may hear and doit?’ That is: ‘The law which you. 
᾿ are required to obey, is plain, and intelligible; it is accessible to all 
men, and not difficult to be procured or understood. It needs no nies- 
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senger to ascend the skies and bring it down from heaven ; for it is al- 
ready revealed. Weneed not send abroad for it, nor search after it in 
distant or inaccessible lands that lie beyond the ocean. In other words: 
‘Tt is plain and easy of access.’ Nay one may say: “ The word is 
very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, that thou mayest 
do it,” Deut. 30: 14. That is: ‘The commandment is in language 
which thou dost speak, and is such as thou canst comprehend with 
thine understanding ;) which last circumstance is only repeating or 
amplifying, in another form, the idea that had preceded. 

The whole may be summed in one word, omitting all figurative 
expression ; viz. the commandment is plain and aécessible. You can 
have, therefore, no excuse for neglecting it. 

So in the case before us. Justification by faith in Christ is a 
plain and intelligible doctrine. It is not shut up in mysterious lan- 
guage, nor concealed from the eyes of all but the initiated, like the 
heathen mysteries. It is like what Moses says of the statutes which 
he gave to Israel, plain, intelligible, accessible. It is not in the books 
of countries which lie beyond the impassable ocean ; not in the myste- 
rious book of God in heaven, and yet undisclosed ; not in the world 
beneath, which no one can penetrate and return to disclose its se- 
crets. It is brought before the mind and heart of every man; and 
thus leaves him without excuse for unbelief. 

Such is the general nature and object of these quotations, and 
such the method of reasoning in respect to them. It is apparent, 
therefore, that ne quid nimis is very applicable here, in regard to 
commentary on the words which are employed. It is the general 
nature of the imagery, in the main, which is significant to the pur- 
' pose of the writer. Paul means simply to affirm, that if Moses could 
say that his law was intelligible and accessible, the doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith in Christ, is even still more so. 

Τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι... . καταγάγειν, that is to bring down Christ. The 
τοῦτ ἔστι here designates the reference which the apostle makes of 
the sentiment just quoted, viz. that he means to apply it to Christ, 
and not to the law of Moses. Χριστὸν here means, Christ in the 
sense of v. 4, where he is called τέλος vomov..... εἰς δικαιοσύνην. 

(7) Tig... . ἄβυσσον, who shall go down into the abyss. In tlie 
Hebrew, Deut. 18: 13, the phrase is, 8177 D2> ἜΣ ND, not beyond 
the seaisit. The expression differs from that of Paul in words, but 
not in sense. ΤῸ go beyond the sea, which is of boundless width } 
(Job 11: 9) and impassable, is employed by Moses as the image of 
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what is difficult or impossible. In the same way Paul employs ἄβυσ- 
cov. Noone returns from the world beneath, >iND or DInN ; (for 
δῆ Νὰ and Dinh are occasionally synonymous, being the antithesis of 
pe , see Gen. 49: 25. Ps. 107: 26. Sirac. 16: 18, 24: 5, and comp. 
Ps. 139: 8. Amos 9: 2. Matt. 11: 23). As a@vooov is the opposite 
of οὐρανός, so the general idea conveyed by the expression is one of 
the same nature ; viz., ‘Say not that an insuperable difficulty is to be 
overcome, in order to be a believer; such a difficulty as would be in 
the way, if one must ascend to heaven in order to bring Christ down, 
or into.the world beneath in order to bring him up. 

The quotations before us are clear examples of the liberty which 
Paul takes, of accommodating the spirit of the Old Testament to the 
objects and truths of the gospel, without any slavish subjection to the 
mere form of words. . 

Τοῦτ᾽ ἔστε... .. ἀναγάγειν, that is, to bring up Christ from the 
region of the dead, viz. from the sepulchre or the world of the dead, 
to which, after his death, he descended. In other words, Christ, as 
proffered to perishmg sinners in the gospel, is not to be sought in 
heaven, nor in the abyss; for he is near at hand. Sentiment: ‘ Jus- 
tification by faith in him is intelligible and accessible.’ 

(8) "Alka: τί λέγει; 1. 6. what saith 7 ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοσύνη It 
saith: Eyyug σου... σου, the word is nigh to thee, in thy mouth 
and in thy heart. “Pwo here means ῥῆμα πίστεως, i. 6. the gospel, 
as the sequel shews; comp. 1 Tim. 4:6. In thy mouth, in thine own 
language, 1. 6. a subject of conversation and teaching. Jn thy heart, 
i.e. a subject of meditation and thought. Sentiment: ‘The doc- 
trine which I inculcate, is so far from being an obscure and inacces- 
sible and forbidden mystery, that it is daily a subject of reflection 


-and of conversation.’ 


That the apostle means the doctrine of faith which he taught and 
preached, is clear from the following τοῦτ᾽ ἔστε... . κηρύσσομεν. 

(9) “Ore, because, i.e. what I have said is true, because if, ete. 

"Eady ὁμολογήσης .... ᾿]ησοῦν, if thou shalt openly profess with 
thy mouth, that Jesus is Lord. The verb ὁμολογέω means literally, 
eadem loqui, to speak what consents or agrees with something which 
others speak or maintain. But it is frequently used to denote speak- 
ing or professing openly, i. e. proclaiming openly one’s belief in 
Christ, which was speaking in accordance with what other Christians 
had avowed. “Ey τῷ στόματι, by word of mouth, in words, or by the 
use of language. Kvgvov I take to be the predicate of the sentence, 


. 
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in this case, i. 6. a true believer is to confess that Jesus is Lord ; 
comp. Acts 2: 36. 5: 31. Phil. 2: 9, 10, where the order of the words 
is, κύρεος ᾿Ϊησοὺῦς Χριστὸς, the same as bere, but where it is certain 
that κύριος must be a predicate, viz. that Jesus Christ is Lord, 

Καὶ morevons .... νεκρῶν, and shalt believe in thy heart that 
God hath raised him from the dead; i. e. shalt sincerely, ex animo, 
believe that God has raised him from the dead, and exalted him to 
the throne of universal dominion. It is not the simple fact of a resur- 
rection of Jesus’ body from the tomb, which in the apostle’s view is 
the great and distinguishing feature of Christian belief; it is the ex- 
altation, glory, and saving power that are consequent on the resur- 
rection, which he evidently connects with this event. So in Phil. 2: 
8—11. So in Acts 2: 24, 31—33, where the whole connection is very 
explicit; comp. also Heb. 2: 9. 2 Cor. 4: 14. Acts 17: 31. Rom. 4: 
25. 1 Cor. 15: 17—20. 

2w76n, thou shalt be saved; i.e. a bold and open profession of 
the Christian faith, united with a sincere and hearty belief of it, will 
secure the salvation of him who makes such a profession; all which 
shews that the way of salvation is open and easy of access. 

The reader will observe, that the apostle has here followed the 
order of the quotations which he had made from the law of Moses (v. 
8) in stating the conditions of salvation. Independently of this, we 
might naturally expect that belief of the heart would be first mention- 
ed, and then confession of the mouth, i.e. by words; for this is the 
order of nature. And so, in the explanation immediately subjoined, 
the apostle does in fact arrange his declarations ; viz. 

(10) Καρδίᾳ yao... σωτηρίαν, for with the heart there is belief 
unto justification, and with the mouth confession is made unto salva- 
tion. Πιστεύεται and ὁμολογεῖται, if regarded as being in the Mid. 
voice, may be rendered in an active sense; but both may be taken 
passively and rendered as above; or we may translate: Belief is 
exercised, confession is made, etc. Our English version takes the first 
verb actively, and the last passively ; which does not seem to have 
been intended by the writer. Ie ao illustrantis, i. e. before a clause 
which assigns a ground or reason for what had just been said. δὲς 
δικαιοσύνην and εἰς σωτηρίαν mean, so that justification is attained, 
and so that salvation is attained. Zc¢ here, as often, stands before a 
noun designating the object or end to be obtained, and may be called 
εἰς oljectivum. ye 

_ The sentiment of the verse is the same as before; viz. sincere 


1 
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belief in Christ, and open profession of him, are essential conditions 
of salvation, and such as, being complied with, will certainly secure 
it. The design of the apostle in repeating it, is merely to make an 
appeal, respecting this point, to the feelings and convictions of 
those whom he addressed. This is an important point, in the course 
of his argumentation. 

(11) This is still further confirmed by again bringing into view a 
text, to which he had before made an appeal in chap. 9: 33. Πᾶς ὁ 
1.4. καταισχυνϑήσεταν, no one who believeth. on him shall ever be 
disappointed ; i.e. salvation is certain to-every true believer. Πᾶς 
....0U I have put together and rendered no one. The form of the 
Greek is Hebraistic. The Hebrews had no method of saying none, 
except by using >5 (every one) with a negative Xd (not). Not every 
one, ἘΞ 8b, πᾶς... οὐ, means of course none, i.e. no one; and so 
I have rendered it. KaravoyuyOnoerae, ia, none shall be put to 
- shame by a failure of his hopes, none shall be disappointed. 

(12) The word πᾶς, which the above quotation from Is. 28: 16 
exhibits, gives occasion here for the apostle to bring into view a point 
which he had often insisted upon in the previous parts of his epis- 
tle, particularly in chaps. 11. 1v., viz. that the salvation of the gospel 
is proffered to all men without distinction, and on the same terms. 
Ov yao ...." Eddnvos, for there is no difference between the Jew and 
Greek, or there is no distinction of Jew and Greek; i: e. no distinc- 
tion as to the proffers of salvation and the terms on which it may be 
had. Jag illustrantis, viz. illustrating the πᾶς of the preceding 
assertion. In fact, there is a singular succession here of clauses, 
arising one out of another, to all of which γάρ is prefixed. Thus in v. 
10, καρδίᾳ γὰρ κ. τ. λ., assigns a ground or confirmation of the 
preceding declaration; v. 11, τέλεν γάρ κ. τ. λ., assigns a ground of 
confirmation, in respect to what had been advanced in v. 10, i.e. it 
appeals to the Scripture in confirmation of it; v. 12, ov yao x.r. 2., 
is again a confirmation of the declaration mag... . ov ἐπαισχυνϑή- 
σέταιν" and this last declaration is, in its turn, confirmed by two suc- 
ceeding ones, viz. ὁ γὰρ αὐτὸς x.7.4., and πᾶς γὰρ ὃς x.7.4., the 
first of which contains a declaration of the apostle, and the second an 
appeal to the Scriptures confirming this declaration: so that here are 
no less than five clauses in immediate succession, all of which have a 
yao prefixed, and in the same sense throughout, i. 6. each γάρ stands 
in a clause which serves to confirm or illustrate the preceding asser- 
tion. This is altogether characteristic of the manner of Paul; who 
54 
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in the course of making a single declaration, often throws out words, 
which suggest whole trains of thought that are but indirectly con- 
nected with the main object of the declaration, but which the apostle 
stops to express; and in expressing them, he is often led again to 
other thoughts connected with these subordinate ones; and these 
other thoughts again lead to a third series (if they may be so named); 
and after expressing all these, the writer returns again, and resumes 
his main subject ; comp. for example, Rom. 1: 1—7, where vs. 1 and 
7 belong together ; Rom. 5: 12—18, where v. 18 is a resumption of 
the subject in v. 12, and a completion of the comparison there begun. 
So in Eph. 3: 1—4: 1, where 3: 1 is immediately connected with 4: 
1, while there is a parenthesis (so to speak) of twenty verses between. 
It is this manner of unfolding his thoughts, which gives’ birth to so 
many instances of γάρ, whose proper use is, to stand before a clause 
that is added, in order to assign a reason of what precedes, or to ex- 
hibit an illustration or confirmation of it. Now imasmuch as the 
apostle Paul often writes in the way above described, where one 
thought grows out of another in succession (as in the case above) ; 
so it is not strange that we have a γάρ that corresponds with declara- 
tions of this nature, and therefore often repeated ; a circumstance, I 
may add, which has not been duly noticed by the great body of com- 
mentators. 

Ὁ yoo....navewy, for there is the same Lord of ail; i.e. the 
Jews and Gentiles have one common Lord and Master; comp. Rom. 
3: 29, 30. 4: 16, 17.—IToutay . .. αὐτὸν, abounding [in goodness] 
toward all who call upon him. Πλουτῶν means being rich, having 
abundance, viz. of wealth. But here the connection shews, of course, 
that the apostle means, rich in spiritual blessings, abounding in spir- 
itual favours towards men. — Eninahovpévorg ἐπὶ αὐτόν, like the 
Hebrew ἘΣ Ξ NP, means making supplication to him, performing 
acts of devotion to him. Tlavrag here again shews, that the goodness 
of God is not limited to the Jewish nation, but equally proffered to all. 

(13) This is confirmed again by another quotation which exhibits 
the same πᾶς. Πᾶς γὰρ... σωϑήσεται, for every one who calls on 
the name of the Lord, shall be saved. Here we have the full Hebrew 
form, viz. 577 pws NPT ΟΝ το, every true worshipper of God ; 
ὄνομα being ‘pleonastic, as in “the name of the God of Jacob defend 
thee,” “the name of the Lord is a strong tower,” etc. 

Tn regard to the quotations in vs. 11 and 13, from Is. 28: 16 and 
Joel 3: 5 (2: 32), it has been frequently remarked, that the original 
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Hebrew, in either place, does not exhibit Christ as the object of sup- 
plication and the author of salvation. In a certain sense this is 
true; i.e. it is true, that the sacred writers of the Old Testament, in 
these passages, seem to have had principally in view, confidence 
placed in God in a season of danger and distress, and the promise 
that such confidence should not be in vain. But here again, as ina 
multitude of other cases of the like nature, it is the principle of action 
which is the main question, not the special relation of it in ancient 
times. Is the principle the same under the Christian dispensation, 
as it was under the Jewish one, viz. that those who are exposed to 
danger and distress, and who put their trust in God, shall obtain 
deliverance? Is this true in a spiritual, as well as in a temporal 
respect? Or rather, is there not a πλήρωσις to this promise, under 
the gospel? This will not be denied. Paul did not expect his read- 
ers to deny it; and consequently he has made appeals in vs. 11, 13, 
which apply specially to Christ; although the passages, in their origz- 
nal connection, do not seem to have had such a special reference. 
But in doing this, (vs. 13—15 shew clearly that he has done it), he 
has authorized us to apply to Christ the same divine worship and 
honour, which the saints of ancient days applied to Jehovah. Other- 
wise how could he make such an application of the words before us ? 
He must have known that his readers would of course see, that he 
applied the very same things to Christ, which the writers of the Old 
Testament referred to Jehovah; and consequently, that he considered 
him as entitled to the same honours and confidence. I see not any 
way, in which we can make less out of the passage than this, viz. 
that all who believe in Christ shall be saved; all who pray to him,. 
shall be saved. Of course, sincere belief and supplication are here 
intended. Ἕ 

(14) The apostle here anticipates an objection which he expect- 
ed the Jew would make to his argument, which urges the necessity 
of calling on Christ in order to be saved: ‘How shall one eall on 
him, unless he is first a believer in him, i.e. first persuaded that he 
is the proper object of religious invocation? And how shall he be- 
lieve this, provided no declaration of it has been made to him? And 
how can sucha declaration be made, unless by amessenger or 
preacher duly commissioned? For the Scripture itself bestows its 
encomiums on such messengers, and thus impliedly recognizes the 
importance of them.’ To all this, the apostle answers in the se- 
quel, vs. 16, seq. 


428 ᾿ ROMANS 10: 14. : 





It seems to me almost a matter of indifference, whether (with Gro- 
tius) we suppose the apostle to introduce an objector as speaking 
here, in the person of an unbelieving Jew; or whether (with Tho- 
luck and most commentators) we suppose the apostle himself to utter 
the words in question. If we attribute them to the apostle, we must 
suppose him to be uttering what an objector would naturally say ; 
and this is the substantial part of the whole matter. It can be of no 
consequence, by whom it is uttered. 

Nor is it necessary to suppose, that all which comes from an ob- 
jector is false. ‘The speciousness of the objection consists in the 
claims of some part of it to be considered as true. We may con- 
cede, therefore, that the reasoning of the objector here is correct, if - 
you allow him his premises; i.e. it is true, that men must first be- 
lieve on a Saviour, before they will call upon him; and that he must 
be preached to them, before they can believe on him ; and that in 
order to this, there must be some one to preach. It is true that the 
Scripture recognizes the importance of such messengers. But then, 
the main question here after all is, whether the fact assumed as a ba- 
sis of all this reasoning, viz. that the Jew had not heard the gospel, 
is true. The apostle proceeds in the sequel to shew, that this is not 
the-case ; and therefore the whole objection falls to the ground. 

Πῶς obv ... . ἐπίστευσαν, how, now, shall they call [on him] in 
whom they have not believed? i.e. how shall they pray to him, do re- 
ligious homage to him, who is not the object of belief or confidence ? 
Οὖν marks here a relation to the foregoing assertions. “It is used,” 
says Passow, “in interrogative sentences, with reference to preceding 
assertions, which are conceded.” So here, the objector (or Paul in 
his place) concedes, that ‘‘ the same Lord of all abounds in goodness 
to all that call upon him,” (as had been asserted); but he has some 
questions to ask, that are raised by this declaration, and by which 
he aims to apologize for the unbelief of the Jews. Πῶς οὖν, ete., is 
as much then as to say: ‘ Conceding all this, still I ask,’ ete. This 
delicate shade of οὖν is not noted in the lexicons of Wahl and Bret- 
schneider. 

Eig ὅν here must mean the Lord Jesus Christ; for surely he is 
the specific object of faith or belief, about which the apostle is here 
. gpa μὴ 

᾿ Πῶς δὲ πιστεύσουσιν [εἰς αὐτὸν]. οὗ οὐκ ἠχουσαν; and how 
οὐδ they believe [on him] of whom they have not heard? That is, 
before one can believe on a Saviour, he must have some knowledge 
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Genitive governed by ἤχουσαν" “verba senstis gaudent Genitivo.”— 
Κηρύσσοντος, a preacher, is one who proclaims in public any matter, 
who publishes aloud; in the Hebrew 12”. 

(15) Πῶς δὲ... .. ἀποσταλῶσε; And how shall they preach, ex- 
cept they be sent? i.e. unless they are divinely commissioned ; comp. 
Jer. 23: 21. 

Kados γέγραπται, even so it is written. The connection of the 
sentiment which follows with that which precedes, I have found ex- 
hibited in no commentator so as to satisfy me. Most critics do not 
appear to have felt any difficulty with the passage, and have said lit- 
tle or nothing to the purpose upon it. But in my own mind there 
has always been ἃ serious difficulty, in seeing how the sequel here 
either illustrates or confirms the declaration immediately preceding. 
I am not able now to see that this is effected in any other way than 
the following; viz. ‘the importance of the heralds of salvation, in 
order to bring men to believe on a Saviour, is implied in the high 
commendation which the Scripture bestows upon them.’ This is 
truly implied by the words quoted ; for why should these heralds be 
spoken of with high and joyful commendation, if they are not im- 
portant instruments in the salvation of men? So the apostle in 
making this quotation, (for I suppose him, and not the objector, to 
cite the words of Isaiah), concedes, for substance, what had been 
implied in the questions just asked. 

‘Re woaior... τὰ ayada, how beautiful are the fect of those who 
publish salvation, who proclaim good tidings! The Septuagint trans- 
lates thus: og ὥρα ἐπὶ τῶν ὀρέων, ὡς πόδες εὐαγγελιζομένου aKo- 
ἣν εἰρήνης, εἰς εὐαγγελιζόμενος ἀγαϑά! So the Codex Vaticanus ; 
but what the sense of such a text can be, it is difficult indeed to 
make out. The Hebrew runs thus: “ How beautiful on the moun- 
tains, are the feet of him who proclaims glad tidings, who publishes 
peace, who makes proclamation of good!” Is. 52:7. Paul has evi- 
dently made a new translation, in his quotation ; but he has abridged 
the original Hebrew.—Oi πόδες, feet, i.e. a part of the person taken 
for the whole ; as often in Hebrew, and so in other languages ; comp. 
Acts 5:9. The reason why οἱ πόδες is here chosen rather than any 
other part of the body, to be the representative of person, would 
seem to be, that the heralds who proclaim any thing, ὩΣ ΘΒ, tra- 
vel from place to place in order to discharge their duty. 

Lignvny, Di>&, good, salvation, good in its most extensive 
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sense.—Luayyeiifw means primarily, according to its etymology, to 
publish good news. But secondarily, it conveys only the general 
idea, to publish; consequently it takes after it a noun indicating the 
thing published, as here efoyjynv.... τὰ ἀγαϑα. 

(16) “Add οὐ mavreg.... εὐαγγελίῳ, but all have not obeyed 
the gospel; i.e. all to whom it has been published, have not become 
obedient to it. So I feel compelled to explain this passage ; on the 
connection of which I have been able to find no commentator who 
has given me satisfaction. The connection I take to be thus. The 
objector, in vs. 14, 15, pleads by way of apology for his unbe- 
lieving countrymen, that it could not be expected they would believe 
without the gospel being preached to them; thus intimating that 
many of them had not heard it proclaimed. _To this the apostle an- 
swers, (1) That many who had heard it, viz. such as the objector 
himself must concede had heard it, did not believe it ; and he quotes. 
Is. 53: 1, in order to shew that the great prophet had predicted this 
same thing. 

To this the Jew replies, that the very quotation which he makes, 
contains an implication of the sentiment, that men must hear the 
gospel before they can believe it; meaning thereby to intimate, that 
a part of his kinsmen after the flesh, at least, are not to be involved 
in the charge of criminal unbelief. This last intimation the apostle 
immediately takes up, and replies to it, (2) In vs. 18—21, by re- 
peated quotations from the old Testament, shewing that they all 
had heard the glad tidings of the gospel, or at least shewing that 
what was said in ancient times of the Jews, in respect to the warn- 
ings and promises of God, may now be said with equal truth and 
propriety. It is the principle of the apostle’s assertion or reasoning, 
which he designs to support and justify, by these quotations. 

In both ancient and gospel times, it could never have been strictly 
and literally true, that to every individual Jew the message of life and 
salvation had been actually proclaimed. Nor was this necessary to 
the apostle’s purpose. It was enough, if the proclamation had been 
openly, and repeatedly, and perseveringly made among the Jews, so 
that all who would, had opportunities of hearing it. Their igno- 
rance, in such a case, would of course be voluntary; and therefore, 
altogether without excuse. ν᾿ 

_ It isso at the present hour. Thousands in this land have never. 
heard a gospel sermon, or read a book which disclosed the truths of 
the gospel, in their whole lives. But why? The sound of the gospel 
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is gone out into all the land, its words even to the end thereof; and 
ignorance is, certainly for the most part, voluntary and criminal ; 
nor can it be justly alleged as making at all against the general as- 
sertion, that the terms of salvation are published to all. 

With this explanation of the course of thought, our future way 
will be comparatively easy and plain. 

“Hoaiag.... ἡμῶν, for Isaiah saith, Lord, who hath believed 
our report? Is. 53:1. That is, the prophet complains, that the 
declarations which he had made respecting the Messiah, were not 
credited by those who heard them. Here then is an example of Jews 
who hear and believe not; and one to the apostle’s purpose, who had 
just said, that not all the Jews who did hear, believed the gospel. 
The same thing is asserted by Isaiah, which the apostle now asserts; 
so that he could not be accused of producing a new or strange 
charge. 

(17) "Aon... . ϑεοῦ, faith then does come by hearing, and 
hearing by the word of God; i.e. the very quotation you make 
concedes the principle, that the gospel must first be published be- 
fore men can be taxed with criminality for unbelief; for Isaiah 
complains of those to whom it had been published — 27 δὲ ἀκοὴ διὰ 
δήματος tov ϑεοῦ, i.e. the word of God, the gospel, must first be 
proclaimed before it can be heard, understood, and believed. The 
verse I take, without any doubt, to be the suggestion of the objector. 
He means to insist by it, that many of the Jews are not culpable for 
unbelief, inasmuch as they have not heard the gospel, and hearing it 
is necessary to the believing of it. 

(18) The apostle admits the correctness of the principle, viz. 
that faith cometh by hearing ; but he denies the fact which was im- 
plied in the statement of it, viz. that there was a part of the Jewish 
nation who had not heard, i.e. who had not enjoyed the opportunity 
to hear. So the sequel : ' 

᾿Αλλὰ λέγω .... ἤκουσαν; but 1 reply: Have they not heard? 
ἹΜενοῦνγε, yes, verily ; compounded of μέν, οὖν, and μέ, Mevovy 
asserts, and γε increases the intensity of the assertion. 

Εἰς nacauv .... τὰ ῥήματα αὐτῶν, quoted from Ps. 19: 5, in the 
words of the Septuagint, which here follows the Hebrew. ὋὉ gdoy- 
γος αὐτῶν, in the original Psalm, means the voice or sound of the 
works of nature, which shew*or declare, in all the earth, that he who 
made them is God, and the God of glory. The apostle uses the 
words, in this place, simply as the vehicle of his own thoughts, as 
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they were very convenient and appropriate. The expressions πᾶσαν 
τὴν γῆν and τὰ πέρατα τῆς οἰχουμένης, are Common and figurative ex- 
pressions, to designate what has gone far and wide, what is unlimited 
in extent, etc. As originally employed by the Psalmist, they may be 
taken in their greatest latitude. As used by the apostle, they may 
be taken in the like latitude, so far as the Jews are concerned ; for it 
is of them, and them only, that he is here speaking. 

(19) “Adda λέγω, I say moreover, i. 6. in addition to what I have 
said of the opportunity of the Jews universally to hear the gospel; I 
say also. “’ Adda transitum facit, ... cum res augenda sit.” 

ηὴ ᾿Ισραὴλ οὐκ ἔγνω; Doth not Israel know? What—is not 
said; but it is to be gathered from the subsequent context; and if so, 
it is clear that the sentiment is: ‘ Doth not Israel know, (as I have 
before said vs. 11, 12), that the Gentiles are to be received as well as 
the Jews, and the Jews to be cast off for unbelief? The apos- 
tle now proceeds to quote passages of the Old Testament, which 
shew that the ancient prophets have explicitly declared the same 
thing. The answer to a question asked by uj... . οὐκ, is affirma- 
tive, because ovx takes the lead in the sense. 

Πρῶτος Movons λέγει, first, Moses saith. TIomrog I under- 
stand here as meaning, first in point or order of time; like the He- 
brew 772N7; comp. the Lex. under πρῶτος. 

“Lyo .... παροργιῶ ὑμᾶς, I will move you to jealousy by that 
which is no nation, I will excite your indignation by a foolish people ; 
i, 6. I will make you jealous, by receiving to favour those whom you 
regard as unworthy of the name of a people, (ἔϑνος, "12), viz. the 
Gentiles; I will render you indignant, by receiving to favour a fvol- 
ish people, 223 "15. The Hebrew 522 designates one that is spiritu- 
ally foolish, 1. 6. a wicked, unbelieving person, who contemns God. 
“The fool (522) hath said in his heart: There is no God.” “ Fools 
(Ὁ 533) make a mock at sin.” Consequently, the epithet ἀσύνετος 
here designates a wicked or idolatrous people. The meaning of the 
whole is: ‘I will receive to my favour the heathen whom you regard 
as despicable, and who are without God and without hope in the 
world.’ 

In Deut. 32: 21 (from which these words are quoted), God com- 
plains of the Jews, that they had apostatized from him and gone after 
idols, and thus provoked his jealousy and indignation. Because they 
had 50 done, he declares that he will, at some future period, provoke 
them and excite their jealousy, by receiving a heathen, idolatrous 
people in their stead. 
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Whether Moses, in Deut. 32: 21, had in view the salvation of the 
Gentiles in gospel-times, cannot well be determined. There is noth- 
ing in the context adapted to prove it; and, I may add, nothing which 
forbids this supposition. Be this however as it may, it is enough for 
the apostle’s purpose, that the same principle is developed in the 
words of Moses, which is developed by the reception of the Gentiles 
ito the Christian church in his time. Now as the Jews were jealous 
and angry, because of this reception; so the apostle might appeal to 
the declarations of Moses, as an exhibition of the very same views 
and sentiments which he had been teaching. 

(20) ᾿᾿ισαΐας δὲ... λέγει, but Isaiah comes out boldly and says. 
In ἀποτολμᾷ, the ἀπό augments the signification ; and this is often, 
though not always, the case, when prepositions are compounded with 
verbs. 

Lvo¢onv ... ἐπερωτῶσε, I was found by those who sought me not, 
I manifested myself to those who did not inquire after me; i. e. the 
Gentiles, who had been accustomed to serve dumb idols, and had no 
knowledge of the true God, and did not seek after him, have, through 
the gospel, been brought near to him, and he has, in Christ, disclosed 
himself to those who before were in utter ignorance of him, and made 
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wpa δὲ 35 "NEI 3 abs ND), iil the Seventy pe ror 
agreeably to the words of the apostle, but in citing these words Paul has 
reversed the order of the clauses. The translation is ad sensum only ; 
the more literal and exact shade of meaning in the Hebrew, is: I am 
sought after [viz. as an object of religious inquiry and worship], by 
those who have not [hitherto] asked after me; Iam found, by those 
who did not seek for me. But as the purpose of the apostle is merely 
to designate the general idea of the prophet, viz. that God would be 
marebipped, at some future time, by those who had hitherto been 

“strangers to the covenant of promise,’ ’ and “ without God in the 
world,” so the version of the Seventy is fully adequate to his purpose. 

Thus far the apostle quotes in respect to the reception of the Gen- 
tiles. There still remains an important part behind, viz. the rejection 
of the Jews for their unbelief; or at least their unbelief itself, which 
implies their consequent rejection, 

(21) Πρὸς 02... . ἀντιλέγοντα, but concerning Israel he saith : 
All the day long, ye I stretched out my hands to a disobedient and 
gainsaying people. “Odnv τὴν ἡμέραν, DIMI~>D, continually, con- 
stantly, without intermission ; which implies long and persevering 
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efforts on the part of God’s messengers to the Jews, and peculiar 
hardness of heart and blindness of mind on their part. To stretch 
out the hands, is to address by way of inviting, beckoning, beseeching, 
warning; comp. Prov. 1: 24.— “πενθοῦντα characterizes unbelief 
in what is said by God’s messengers; ἀντέλέγοντα, resistance or 
gainsaying. 

Thus has the apostle shewn once more, and in a way different 
from that which he took in chap. 1v., that the Gentiles stand on an 
equal footing with the Jews, as to gospel privileges; that God may, in 
perfect consistency with his ancient promises and declarations, cast 
off the Jews when they persist in unbelief, and receive believing Gen- 
tiles as his people, in their stead. The repulsive nature of this doc- 
trine to the feelings of his proud and self-righteous countrymen, seems 
to be the reason why the apostle recurs to it so often, and enforces it 
by such repeated appeals to the Old Testament. 








CHAP. XI. 1—36. 


The apostle, having thus plainly asserted the rejection of the Jews, and the 
reception of the Gentiles into their place as the people of God, and this 
without having yet made particular explanations or limitations, now proceeds 
to suggest various considerations which might serve to correct the wrong 
-views that his countrymen would probably entertain, in regard to the declara- 
tions which he had just made. The Jew would very naturally ask, (as Paul 
suggests in v. 1): ‘Is it true, then, that God has actually cast his people away, 
to whom pertained the adoption, and the glory, and the covenant, and the 
promises? Can this be consistent with his veracity and his faithfulness—with 
the numerous promises which he made to Abraham, and which he often con- 
firmed and repeated to his posterity ῥ᾽ 

It was natural for a Jew to ask such questions; and the apostle, anticipating 
them, proceeds in chap. x1. to answer them. He shews, vs. 1—5, that now, as 
formerly in times of the greatest declension, God has still a remnant among 
his people, who are true believers, i.e. belong to the spiritual seed of Abraham. 
But this remnant are, as he has already maintained in chaps. viit. 1x., those 
whom the election of God according to his purposes of grace has made the 
subjects of his merey, and who are not saved by their own merits; while the 
rest are given up to their own hardness of heart and blindness of mind, even 
as their own Scriptures have expressly foretold, vs. 6—10. Yet it will not 
always remain thus. The whole of the nation will, at some future day, be 
brought within the pale of the Christian church. Their present general unbe- 
lief is now the occasion of the gospel being preached to the Gentiles, and of 
the increase of the Christian church among them; so that even their rejection 
has been the occasion of blessings to others. How much more, then, is to be 
hoped, from their general return to God! vs. 11—15. ὶ 

This return must take place. The nation, from its origin, were consecrated 
to God, and they must yet return to him; for although some of its branches 
were broken off because of unbelief, and others were grafted in to supply their 
place, yet in due time they will be again received. The Gentiles, therefore, 

vho have been grafted in, can have no reason to indulge in pride and boast- 
ing on account of this. They are cautioned ogainst such a spirit, and exhorted 
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to guard with the greatest watchfulness against unbelief, since this would 
occasion them also to be rejected. Nor ought they to demean themselves 
loftily toward the Jews, who were yet to be received back to the divine favour, 
and fully restored as the people of God, vs. 16—27. Although they are now 
enemies of the gospel, good comes to the Gentiles through this; and the 
promises made to their fathers of old are not forgotten, and will yet be fully 
carried into execution, vs. 28, 29. They, although now in a state of unbelief, 
will obtain mercy in the like manner as the Gentiles have obtained it, who 
were once in the same state, vs. 30, 31. For God had shewed both Gentiles 
and Jews, that they were included in unbelief, and justly subject to the condem- 
ning sentence of the law; and he has suffered them to come into such a state, 
that he might display, in the more signal manner, his mercy toward them, v. 
32. The ways and judgments of God, in his proceedings with Jews and Gen- 
tiles, are beyond the reach of human wisdom; they are deep, unfathomable 
mysteries, which can be fully searched out and known, only by the Infinite 
Mind. We can admire and adore, but never fathom the depths thereof, vs. 
33—36. 

At last, then, the apostle comes fully to the conclusion, that there are mys- 
teries in the divine proceedings relative to the reception of some and the 
rejection of others, which are entirely beyond the reach of human comprehen- 
sion. God has reserved the reasons of such proceedings to himself, and not 
disclosed them to his creatures. If this be truly the case, then is there not 
something more in these awful mysteries, than what those admit or believe, 
who strenuously reject the doctrine of election? On the ground which they 
maintain, I do notsee why the mind of Paul should be so deeply affected with 
the mysterious and unsearchaéle nature of the whole transaction. This is, 
indeed, a very obvious remark ; but I must leave it to the reader, whether it 
has not an important bearing on the exegesis of chaps. virl. 1x. x1., and some 
other parts of this epistle. I can not help thinking that Paul had something 
more in his mind, than they have who read him in the manner stated—-some- 
thing different, also, from that which they admit. 


(1) Azyo οὖν" the words of an objector; as much as to say : 
‘If this be true which you affirm, then must it not follow, that God 
has rejected his chosen people?’ Ovv is very common in ques- 
tions, which have a reference to what had been before said. 

Tov λαὸν αὐτοῦ, his own people, i.e. his own peculiar people, the 
Jews. And here the objector means by λαὸν αὐτοῦ, the whole of 
the nation, as the sequel, which exhibits the answer, evidently shews. 

In reply to the question thus put, Paul answers, that a universal 
rejection of the Jews was not meant to be affirmed by what he had 
said. He adduces himself as an exception to such a rejection, and a 
proof that it was not meant to be asserted by him.—I am an Israel, 
ite, i. 6. a descendant of Israel; ἐκ σπέρματος ᾿“βραάμ, is only ἃ sy- 
nonyme with the preceding expression, for the purpose of amplifica- 
tion, or with particular reference to the. same phrase which is often 
repeated in the Old Testament.—@viy¢ Βενιαμίν, so he describes 
himself in Phil. 3:5. It is merely a circumstance of particularity in 
description, which serves to make it more impressive. 

(2) Ovx.... προέγνω, God hath not cast away his people whom 
he foreknew, i.e. whom he before determined or decided should be 
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his people. In other words, he has not utterly rejected the Jewish 
people, whom he from the first ordained to be his people. See on the 
word προέγνω, in Chap. 8: 29; and compare v. 29 below. To ren- 
der προέγνω, formerly acknowledged, does not accord with the design 
of the passage. 

ἊΠ οὐκ.... ἡ γραφή, know ye not what the Scripture says in 
Elijah? i.e. in that part or portion of it which is cited by the name 
of Elijah, because it contains his history. The division of the Serip-: 
ture into chapters and verses, is a modern thing; nothing of this 
kind occurs in the writings of the ancient Fathers. Such a divisiom 
of the Hebrew Scriptures was made by Hugo de Cardinalis in the 
twelfth century ; and of the New Testament, by the famous printer 
and editor, Robert Stephens. Of course, reference to the Scriptures 
in ancient times was in a very different way from that now practised ; 
and was, for the most part, such as we see in the verse before us. 
So the Rabbies cite, in the Mishna; and so the Greek authors were 
accustomed to cite Homer; e.g. ἐν τῷ τῶν νεῶν καταλόγῳ, in the 
catalogue of the ships, i.e. the passage which contains such a cata- 
logue, ete.; comp. Mark 12: 26, én? τοῦ βάτου, i. 6. in the passage 
which gives an account of the burning bush. 

“Ως, when; so it often signifies. “Evrvyyaver.. . . κατά, means 
to plead against, to make intercession against ; as évtvyyavew.... 
ὑπέρ means, to intercede for. 

(3) Κύριε... μου, cited from 1 K. 19: 10, ad sensum and with 
contractions; also not exactly in the order of the Hebrew text which 
runs thus: ‘‘ And he [Elijah] said, I am very jealous for Jehovah, 
the God of hosts; for the children of Israel have forsaken thy cove- | 
nant, they have destroyed thine altars, and killed thy prophets; and I 
only am left, and they seek my life to take it away.” The prophet 
complains, in these words, of what he supposed to be the universal 
apostasy of Israel. Keréoxewar, lit. digged down; for altars were 
usually made with stones and earth or turf, so that digging down char- 
acterises the kind of effort necessary to destroy them.— Ζὴν ψυχήν, 
natural or animal life; so, often, in the Hebrew ; comp. Matt. 2: 20. 

(4) Χρηματισμός, divine response, from χρηματέζω, to do public 
business, to give public responses, etc. In the New Testament, it is 
applied only to the response or warning of the true God. ᾿μαυτῷ, Da- 
tivus commodi, as grammarians say, viz. the person or thing to which — 
any thing is, or is done, is put in the Dative; for myself means, for 
my service.— Enrauvoytdious ἄνδρας" the number seven is probably 





employed here is the way of a round number, i. e. a definite instead of 
an indefinite number. So the Romans were wont to use sezcenti ; 
and in like manner 70 and 40 are frequently used in the Scripture. 
So much, however, is to be understood by it here, viz. a very consid- 
erable number. 

" Exapwwov γόνυ, bowed the knee, a part of the religious service 
rendered to idols. Bowing the knee is the attitude of reverence and 
supplication. 7 ᾶἄαλ, with the fem. article τῇ ᾿ and so also in the 
Sept., in Hos. 2: 8. Jer. 2: 8. 19:5. Zeph. 1: 4," 4150 Tobit 1:5. To 
solve this singular appearance, (for Baai-generally has the masc. ar- 
ticle), Erasmus, Beza, and Grotius suppose that ἡ εἰκών is understood, 
so that the full expression would be τῇ εἰκόνε Βάαλ. Others (e. g. 
Brais, Beyer, C. Schmid) ‘suppose that there was a female deity by 
the name of Baal, i.e. the moon; like Jia and n2>2 (Jer. 32: 35. 
44: 17, 18, 19, 25), which were symbols of the sun and moon. But 
the objection to this is, that in Jer. 32:35, ἡ Baud (fem.) is the same 
as 0 Moioy (masc.).. Others suppose that Baal was ἀνδρογύνης, a 
hermaphrodite divinity, and so might take either ὁ or 7; like the La- 
tin Deus Lunus and Dea Luna; and this seems most probable. 
Others solve it by supposing the fem. article to be applied in the way of 
contempt; just as Mohammed (Koran. Sur. LIII.) speaks with con- 
tempt of the heathen Arabians, who had gods with fem. names ; and 


so in Arabic, the name of an idol is &&M, God (im the fom.) and 
so the Rabbins call idol gods, nim>x , gods (fem.) 

(5) Οὕτως καὶ... .. γέγονεν, in like manner now, even at the pre- 
sent time, there is a remnant according to the election of grace; i.e. as 
in ancient times, when it appeared to the prophet Elijah as if aposta- 
sy was universal among his countrymen, and yet there were not a few 
sincere worshippers of the true God, although unknown to him; so 
at the present time, although the unbelief of the Jews appears to be 
nearly universal, yet God has a people among them, viz. all such as 
he has of his mercy chosen to eternal life ; comp. 8: 28, seq. 9: 15, 16, 
23, 27.— “εῖμμα, a remnant, i.e. a small number, a part, which 
though considerable in itself, is small compared with another part. 
So here, the number of Jewish believers, although then considerable 
and important, was small compared with the whole number of unbe- 
lievers. Consequently λεῖμμα may be used to designate it ; comp. 9: 
27.—Kat ἐκλογὴν χάριτος, according to an election which is not 
made on the ground of merit, but of mercy. God has not chosen Jew- 
ish believers unto salvation, because their obedience first made them 
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the objects of his choice ; but he chose them because he had mercy 
on them; comp. the texts cited above from Rom. rx., and the com- 
mentary on’them. 

That the apostle means fully to convey such a sentiment, is plain 
from the verse that follows; viz. 

(6) Ei dé... . ἔργων, but if it be of grace, then it ts not at all 
of works ; i.e. if God’s ἐκλογή, his choosing this λεῖμμα to salvation, 
be gratuitous on his part, and wholly unmerited on the part of man, 
it follows that it is not ἐξ ἔργων, i.e. that it is not meritorious, it is 
not on account of any desert on the part of men either seen or fore- 
seen, that he makes them the objects of his mercy.— Enel 4... . 
yaois, otherwise grace would no longer be grace; i.e. if this were 
not so, then it would be improper to speak of grace in our salvation ; 
for if men are chosen on account of any merit or desert, then grace 
is not the ground of their being chosen, but merit ; which would 
contradict the very idea of grace. 

This must be true; for men are saved either because they have 
wholly obeyed the divine law, or on the ground of grace merely ; 1. e. 
they are saved either because they are able to advance claims which 
meet the demands of the law, or else it musi be on the ground of 
pure gratuity. Now as all men have sinned, it is not the first; of 
course it must be the second. If you ask: ‘May it not be partly 
by grace, and partly by merit? Then our text lies directly in the 
way of an affirmative answer, (as do many others also); and it is, 
moreover, a conclusive answer in the negative to this, that “every one 
is cursed, who continueth not in all things written in the book of the 
law to do them ; ‘‘ the soul that sinneth shall die.” 

Ei 08... ἔργων, but if of works, then it is not at all of grace, 
otherwise work is no more work ; the mere converse of the preceding 
sentiment, and most probably a gloss from the margin. It is omitted 
in Codices A. B. C. D. E. F. G. 47, and in the Coptic, Armenian, 
Aethiopic, Vulgate, and Italic versions; also in Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, Damascenus, Jerome, and generally in the Latin Fathers. 
Erasmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach, Tholuck, Flatt, and others, 
regard it as spurious. At all events, it adds nothing to the sentiment 
of the passage ; but is merely an echo, in another form, of the oo 
ceding sentiment. 

. (7) Ti οὖν; what then, i.e. what is the sum and substance of 
that which I have been saying?—'O ἐπιζητεῖ... ἐπέτυχε, that 
which Israel sought after, he hath not obtained; i.e. the justification 
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which he sought to obtain by his own merit (comp. 10: 3), he has not 
obtained.— 7οῦτο is, in many manuscripts and copies, τούτου " for 
ἐπιτυγχάνω almost always governs the Genitive in Greek, poetry 
only being excepted, where it sometimes takes the Accusative. Still, 
the weight of authority, in the present case, is in favour of τοῦτο᾽ 
and accordingly Dr. Knapp receives it into the text. 

‘HZ δὲ éxhoyn, but the election, i.e. the elect, the abstract (as gram- 
marians say) being put for the concrete, as is often the case; e. g. 
Rom. 2: 26, 27 etc. The meaning is: ‘ Although the Jews, who 
have sought justification by their own merit, have altogether failed as 
to obtaining this end ; yet those who are called, according to the gra- 
cious purpose of God (δ: 28), are justified by his mercy through Christ 
Jesus ; they have obtained justification in a way which others reject- 
ed, and therefore have not failed in the accomplishment of their 
object.’ 

Oi δὲ λουποί, i.e. the unbelieving part of the Jews, those who did 
not belong to the ἐχλογή.--- πωρώϑησαν, were blinded. The word 
πωρός is equivalent to τυφλός" and the verb πωρόω, in the active 
voice, means to make blind, in the passive, to be blind, to become blind, 
etc. It is applied, in a secondary sense, to the mind; and so the 
apostle here employs it. It indicates state or condition; but not 
necessarily the cause or agent by which that state or condition is 
produced. Thus οὗ λουποὶ ἐπωρώϑησαν may mean merely, that the 
remainder (the unbelieving part of the Jews) were in a state of blind- 
ness. In itself, also, it is capable of designating the idea, that they 
were made blind, by the agency of another; and in this case, if this 
be the idea, the implication would be, that the agency was God’s. If 
there be difficulty in admitting this sentiment, there is no more than 
is contained in chap. 9: 17, 18; and I must refer the reader to what 
is said on those verses, in order to avoid repetition here.—To all 
those who contend vehemently against such an exegesis, and regard 
it as dishonourable and reproachful to God, and as utterly unfounded, 
I can only say: Tell us ingenuously, whether the gloss you put on 
9: 17, 18 is not an explaining away of the text, rather than an ez- 
planation of it? Can the conclusion be avoided, by any candid 
philologist, that the text does there assert, that in some sense or other 
the agency of God is concerned with the hardening of sinners? In 
what sense? is a very serious and very important question, and one 
which I have endeavoured there to answer in a Scriptural manner. 
And in the case now before us, if ἐπωρωώϑησαν merely designates state 
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or condition, (as Bretschneider, Wahl, Tholuck, Flatt, and many 
others maintain), then to what purpose, I would ask, is the quotation 
in the next three following verses? Do these also designate no 
agent? If yousay: ‘These are only examples for illustration, but not 
predictions ;’ I grant it. But then, how will these examples illustrate 
the case before the writer, unless they exhibit a principle which is the 
same as that avowed by the writer? And can v. 8 be construed 
without the supposition that an agent is designated, who is, in some 
way or other, concerned with the ὀφϑαλμοὺς τοῦ μὴ βλέπειν, i. e. 
with the πύρωσις of Israel? This is impossible, unless we do away 
by violence the most obvious sense of the apostle’s words. The 
question whether some agency on the part of God is asserted to be 
concerned with all this, seems to be one which cannot receive a 
negative answer, salvo textt et salvd fide bond. But the question 
whether such an agency is concerned, as makes God the proper au- 
thor of men’s moral blindness and sins, or whether men are free 
agents and altogether accountable for their own actions, is a very 
different one, and about which the Bible leaves us no room to doubt ; 
see James 1: 13, 14. 

(8) Kadwe¢ γέγραπται does not of necessity mean, that what fol- 
lows is a prediction, in the appropriate sense of the word. It is a clear 
case, that nothing can be decided from the mere formula of quotation ; 
for very different formulas precede one and the same text, quoted for 
one and the same purpose. Here I take the force of xa0we to fall 
upon sameness of principle, in the two cases which are brought into 
the comparison ; i.e. as in ancient times God declares respecting 
Israel (Is. 29: 10. Deut. 29: 4), that he gives them the spirit of slum- 
ber, blind eyes, and deaf ears; so now, the same thing is true respect- 
ing unbelievers among the Jews; for they are blinded, ἐπωρώϑησαν. 

"Edwxev .... κατνύξεως, God hath given to them a slumbering 
spirit, or the spirit of deep sleep, “723.m. The original Hebrew 
runs thus, 472779 ΤΠ mat ἘΞ ΕΝ y JOR ἼΞ; which the Seventy have 
rendered thus: “Ore πεπότικεν ὑμᾶς Κύριος πνεύματι κατανύξεως" 
but the apostle, in rendering 72 by ¢dwxe, has translated ad sensum, 
not ad verbum. The Hebrew designates the idea of pouring out, 
on the hardened Jews, the spirit of profound sleep ; while Paul retains 
only the generic idea of communicating such a spirit to them, drop- 
' ping the particular image which the Hebrew presents. It is plain, | 
that in this case, as in many others, the apostle makes his own 
translation de novo from the Hebrew. ses 
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᾿Οφϑαλμοὺς.... ἡμέρας, eyes that see not, and ears that hear 
not, unto this day. 'The original Hebrew in Deut. 29: 4 runs thus : 
“For Jehovah hath not given you a heart to understand, nor eyes to 
see, nor ears to hear, unto this day.” If this be the passage which 
Paul had in his mind, he quotes merely ad sensum. The Hebrew 
declares, that ‘God has not given Israel seeing eyes and hearing 
ears ;’ the apostle says, that ‘he has given them eyes that see not, 
and ears that hear not;’ the first being in the negative form as to 
the verb, and affirmative in respect to the rest of the sentence; 
while the second is in the affirmative form as to the verb, and ne- 
gative as to the rest of the sentence. It remains, then, in order 
to make out a quotation ad sensum, merely to inquire, whether 
it is in substance the same thing, to say that ‘God has not given 
seeing eyes and hearing ears,’ as it is to say, that ‘God has given 
eyes that see not and ears that hear not.’ The latter sounds to our 
ear, as if it indicated more active interposition on the part of God ; 
but not so to the Biblical writers, who, beyond all reasonable doubt, 
regarded these expressions as equivalent. It would be easy to prove 
this, from a multitude of passages which assert agency on the part of 
God, when at the very same time the wicked, (to whom this agency 
has respect), are represented as the cause of their own ruin, by 
their own voluntary sins. Comp. what is said on chap. 9: 17, 18 above. 

Dr. Knapp (in his New Testament), and some other critics, sup- 
pose that Paul has quoted ὀφϑαλμοὺς x. τ. λ., from Is. 6: 10, and that 
ἕως τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας belongs not to the quotation, but are the 
apostle’s own words; and so Dr. Knapp has marked it in his Testa- 
ment, placing the closing member of the parenthesis which includes 
the quotation, after μη ἀκούειν, thus joining ἕως τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας 
with οὗ λοιποὶ ἐπωρώϑησαν. But this attributes an idiom to Paul, 
which he seems to have made a very unfrequent use of. “Zag τῆς 
σήμερον ἡμέρας belongs to the Old Testament, to writers who chron- 
icled earlier events and spoke of earlier times, which they occasion- 
ally compared with present events and times. Moses could well 
make use of this expression, in Deut. 29: 4; Paul could use it, for 
he has once employed it (2 Cor. 3: 15 ἕως σήμερον), where it is ex- | 
actly the expression which he there needed. But it is difficult to 
make it probable that these words are his, in Rom. 11: 8. 

(9) Kai Aavid λέγει, David also says; i.e. nor are these the 
only passages of Scripture which speak the same sentiment, or de- 
velope the same principle. David, your most renowned king, and the 
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most favourite of all your sacred poets, also utters sentiments still 
more severe. 

Τενηϑήτω.... αὐτοῖς, let their table be a snare to take them, 
and an occasion of falling, and a recompense to them; i.e. let their 
season of enjoyment and refreshment, when they expect quietude 
and pleasure, and feel themselves to be safe, prove to be a season of 
chastisement and danger, and of righteous retribution. The quota- 
tion is from Ps. 69: 23 (22), but not ad verbum from either the He- 
brew or the Septuagint. The Hebrew, according to its present vow- 
els, runs thus: ‘‘ Let their table before them be a snare; yea, a gin 
to those who feel themselves to be secure.” The Septuagint (Ps. 68: 
22) has η τράπεζα αὐτῶν ἐνώπιον αὐτῶν εἰς παγίδα, καὶ εἰς ἄντα- 
πόδοσιν, καὶ εἰς σκάνδαλον" so that the apostle has changed the or- 
der, and also some of the words (putting ἀνταπόδομα for avranddo- 
cov), and left out ἐνώπεον αὐτῶν. In short, he has plainly made a 
version of his own, in which he has inserted εἰς ϑήραν, an addition 
of his own, designed to give the sense of εἰς παγίδα" for εἰς ϑήραν 
means, that they may be taken, or that they may be destroyed, as this 
would follow their being taken. As to εἰς ἀνταπόδομα (Sept. εἰς 
ἀνταπόδοσιν), it is clear that the apostle and the Seventy read the 
present Hebrew 0'2)>U>, with different vowels from those now em- 
ployed, i.e. they read it ὉΠ ΣΩΞ or oyw>W>, for a recompense. 
To this rendering and pointing no good objection can be made, as 
the Hebrew is clearly capable of it. The present Hebrew conveys 
a different sense. 

Lig σκάνδαλον, upin>, for a net or gin. But the Seventy have 
frequently rendered this word by σκάνδαλον, which means any thing 
whereby another stumbles and falls to his harm. The generic idea 
of Ὁ Ὶ is retained in σκάνδαλον. 

(10) Σκοτισϑήτωσαν .... σύγκαμψον, let their eyes be darkened 
so that they cannot see, and their back always be bowed down; i.e. 
let them be in a defenceless and helpless state, bowed down with 
troubles and infirmities, and groping in the darkness of affliction. 
Instead of τὸν νῶτον αὐτῶν διαπαντὸς σύγκαμψον (Paul and the 
Septuagint), the Hebrew has 737273 Tan O2N2, make thou their 
loins continually to shake. Here again, the hadi has taken the 
passage ad sensum. This expression, in Hebrew, designates the tos- ὧν 
sing of the body hither and thither on account of distress. In the — 
like sense is bowing down the back always to be taken. It presents 
the image of one bowed down with anguish of spirit, or of bodily pain. 

These repeated instances show, that the apostle was more solicit- 
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ous about the general sense and object of the Old Testament passages, 
than he was about the costume or diction of them; a principle which 
he, guided as he was, was not in danger of abusing; one also which 
may be used to good purpose by us, in sacred criticism, but which 
needs to be very closely watched in order to guard it against abuse. 

As to the general sentiment of this passage, from Ps. 69: 23, 24, 
it is undoubtedly to be classed with the somewhat numerous passages 
in the Psalms, which contain the like imprecations. Great difficulty 
is found by many minds, in such passages, inasmuch as they seem to 
be so opposed to the tenor of those passages in the New Testament 
which require us “ to love our enemies, to bless those who curse us, 
to pray for those who despitefully use and persecute us.” If indeed 
these passages in the Psalms are to be viewed as the mere utterance 
of private and personal wishes and feelings, it would be utterly im- 
possible to reconcile them with the spirit of the gospel. But is this 
so? Is David, fer example, when he utters such things, to be viewed 
as doing it merely in the way of giving utterance to his own private 
personal wishes? It seems to me not ; but David, as king and magis- 
trate, might wish the punishment of the seditious and rebellious; nay, 
it would be an imperious duty on him to punish them. Now was it 
lawful for him to pray that the same thing might be done, which it 
was his duty todo? Could he not express desires of this nature, 
without the spirit of revenge? Cannot we wish the robber and the 
assassin to be apprehended and punished, yea with capital punish- 
ment, and this without being actuated by a spirit of vengeance and a 
thirst for blood? I trust such wishes are not only consistent with 
benevolence, but prompted by it. If so, then it may be true, that 
Davidvand other Psalmists had the like views and feelings. And if 
this may be so, is it not probable that it was so? Is not the general 
character and spirit of their writings a pledge for this? 

But I cannot here pursue this subject; which needs more illustra- 
tion than has yet been given to it. It is enough to say, at present, 
that the apostle, in making this quotation, need not be supposed to 
design any thing more, than to produce an instance from the Psalms, 
where the same principle is developed as is contained in the asser- 
tions which he had made; i. 6. the ancient Scriptures speak of a part 
. of Israel as blind, and deaf, as in deep distress and under heavy 
‘punishment because of their unbelief and disobedience. What hap- 
pened in ancient times, may take place again; it has in fact happened 

at the present time. 
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(11) Aeyo οὖν... πέσωσι; I say then, have they stumbled, so 
as to fall down? Language of the objector, who inquires with solici- 
tude, whether such passages as Paul has quoted, can be meant to 
designate the final casting off of the Jews. ‘The occasion for the 
form of the question pa ἔπταισαν x. 7.4., is given by the use of 
the word σκάνδαλον in the quotation above. The design of the ob- 
jector plainly is, to inquire whether the apostle means to hold forth 
the doctrine, that Israel is now to be finally and always cast off, on 
account of their unbelief— /va πέσωσι, so that they might fall down, 
i.e. have the Jews stumbled so that there is no recovery for them, so 
that they must fall entirely down? The question being asked by μή, 
implies that he who puts it expects an answer in the negative. 

My γένοιτο, not at all; i.e. you must not understand me as at 
all maintaining their final and utter rejection and ruin. Fearful as 
their doom is, there are many circumstances respecting it, which are 
worthy of the highest consideration. For, in fact, this very lapse of 
theirs, i.e. their unbelief and rejection of the gospel, has been the 
direct occasion of its being preached to the Gentiles; comp. Matt. 
ΟἹ; 43. 8: 11, 12. 22: 1---14.---ὀπΠαραπτώματι, lapse, offence, stum- 
bling in a moral sense.—2wz7ola, the blessings of the gospel, the 
salvation which it proffers. 

Eig τὸ παραζηλῶσαν αὐτούς, to provoke them to jealousy, i. e. to 
excite the Jews to be jealous, on account of the privileges and favours 
bestowed on the Gentiles through their belief, and to seek after the 
same blessings for themselves. 

(12) Ei δὲ... ἔϑνων, now if their lapse has been the riches of 
the world, and seis degradation the riches of the Gentiles. Aé “ ora- 
tionl continuandae inservit.”,—JTAo0r0¢ χύσμου, if their lapse has 
been the occasion of spiritual riches to the world, i. e. of spiritual 
blessings in abundance.— ετημα αὐτῶν, their diminution, i.e. their 
degradation, rejection, punishment, has occasioned abundance of 
spiritual blessings to the Gentiles. . 

TIoow μᾶλλον... αὐτῶν, how much more their fulness! ΠΠλή- 
θῶμα is here the antithesis of ἥττημα᾽ and of course it signifies 
restoration to favour, a copiousness of blessings and good things, such 
as would follow a restoration. 

_ The sentiment of the whole is: ‘If now the desvedinioll and 

, yunishment of the Jews for their unbelief, has been the occasion of 

rich and numerous blessings to the Gentiles; then surely their resto- 

ration to favour, their full reception, will redound still more to the | 
spiritual riches of the world.’ 
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Tholuck understands 7jzryua and πλήρωμα in a moral sense, i.e. 
their depraved and criminal state, and their restored and justified 
state. I prefer the more simple and obvious construction given 
above; comp. v. 15, from which it is plain, that ἥττημα here is 
equivalent to ἀποβολή, casting off, and πλήρωμα (the antithesis of 
ἥττημα) is the same as πρόσληψες, the reception to favour. 

(13) “Yuiv yao... ἔϑνεσι, I say this, however, to you Gentiles. 
Tao explicantis, i. 6. here before a clause, which is introduced in order 
to prevent any misunderstanding or misapplication of what he had 
just said. The connection seems to be thus: ‘When I speak of the 
nhovrog ἔθνων, and in so doing magnify my own office, inasmuch as 
Iam ἀπόστολος ἔϑνων, still 1 do not so speak altogether for your 
sakes; in doing this I have a design to excite the attention of the 
Jews to the things of the gospel.’ The apostle is very careful, while 
he fully represents the unbelief and ἀποβολή of the Jews, not to give 
occasion to boasting or exultation on the part of the Gentiles. 

‘Eq ὅσον μὲν... δοξάζω, inasmuch as I am indeed an apostle of 
the Gentiles, I do honour to my office. Mév simplex, as the lexicons 
say, i. 6. standing alone, and without δὲ or some equivalent particle 
following it, as usual. In such a case it answers to the Latin quidem, 
equidem, videlicet; but oftentimes cannot be rendered at all> into 
English, nor conveniently into Latin. It generally stands, in this 
way, in a clause of explanation, and may be called μὲν explicantis ; 
but it also appears plainly to have an affirmative force, auget vim 
orationis ; which is the case here, and so I have endeavoured to ex- 
hibit it in my version of the passage.— Avaxoviar is the office of the 
ministry, i.e. the apostolic office of Paul— Aofalw, magni aestumo, 
honoro, honore afficio. 

(14) Einws .... ἐξ αὐτῶν, so that, if possible, I may excite to 

jealousy some of my kinsmen after the flesh, and save some of them. 
Eins, si feré potest, st qua ratione.— Τὴν σάρκα, my flesh, i. e. my 
relatives, οὐ συγγενεῖς κατὰ σάρκα, comp. Rom. 9:3. So the Hebrew 

“w2 often means; 6. g. Gen. 29: 14. Judg. 9: 2. 2 Sam. 5: 1. Gen. 
37: 27. Is. 58: 7. The meaning of the apostle, in the whole passage, 
is: ‘I extol the blessings of you Gentiles, not to lift you up with 
pride, but in order to excite the attention of the Jews to the distin- 
guished favours which you enjoy, and which they have lost by their 
unbelief.’ ; ; 

(15) Hi yao....&« νεχρῶν; if now the casting away of them 
be the reconciliation of the world, what shall the reception of them be, 
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but life from the dead ? i. 6. if the rejection of the Jews on account of 
their unbelief, has been the occasion of reconciling many of the Gen- 
tile world to God, what shall the reception of them back to the divine 
favour be, but as it were a general [spiritual] resurrection? Τὰρ 
marks the resuming of what was dropped at v. 12—Xuradlayy is 
applied to the conciliation of the heathen to God, who by their wicked 
works had before been enemies to him, and strangers to the covenant 
of his promise.— κόσμου here, as often, stands for the heathen Gen- 
tile world.— Πρόσληψις is reception to favour, i.e. admission to the 
family or church of Christ. 

Ζωὴ ἐκ νεκρῶν, some (most of the ancient commentators) have 
understood Uiterally, i.e. the resurrection of the body; meaning 
thereby, that when the Jews should be brought into the Christian 
church as a body, the end of time would soon follow. But the time of 
the reign of Christ on earth, as described in the Apocalypse, and the 
interval of wickedness that will succeed, séem to forbid this exegesis ; 
it has no usus loquendi in its favour, for the proper phrase would be, 
ἀνάστασις ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν. It is true, that we have ζῶντες ἐκ νεχρῶν 
in Rom. 6: 18; but then it is plainly figurative, i.e. it signifies a moral 
resurrection. I must regard ζωὴ ἐκ νεκρῶν, then, as a tropical ex- 
pression, used in a kind of proverbial way, or as a figure of speech 
designating something great, wonderful, surprising, like to what a 
general resurrection of the dead would be. So Turretin: Quid erit 
admissio eorum, misi quoddam genus resurrectionis ; altogether to the 
purpose. So the Arabians speak proverbially of great agitations and 
changes, as of a resurrection. Tholuck has produced several exam- 
ples, in his commentary on this passage. But what is more to the 
point still, is, that in Ezek. 37: 1—14, we have the moral reno- 
vation of the Jews designated at: full length, by the similitude of a 
resurrection. It seems altogether probable, that the apostle had this 
passage in his mind; so that ζωὴ ἐκ vexgav here is equivalent to 
saying: ‘ What shall such a πρόσληψιες of the Jews be, but a general 
resurrection of them, such as Ezekiel has described, i. e. a great, 
general, and wonderful conversion of them to Christianity !’ 

(16) Ei dé.... φύραμα, if, moreover, the first fruits be holy, 
so shall the mass πὸ ΤΑΝΕ ΜΗΝΕ like the Hebrew n°UN7 , means the 

ferstling, or first fruits of any kind, which were offered to God. The 
Hebrews called the firstlings of fruit and grain, in their natural 
state, D132 NWN; the firstlings of grain, etc., in a prepared 
state, nian MwA. But the particular name given to the firstling 
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of dough or -doseaidead meal, was MIO MUN, ‘lieu 18: 20, 
where the Septuagint renders, ἀπαρχὴ palit en which is the 
same expression as occurs in the passage before us, φυράματος being 
implied after ἀπαρχή. The comparison here lies between the small 
part of the mass of dough, which was taken as the Γι 2, ΤΙ NWR 
and offered up to God, and the greater part or mass of it which was 
left for the use of him who made the offering. After the n*wN> was 
offered, the whole mass became sanctified to lawful use, i.e. was set 
apart for this purpose, and consecrated to it. In like manner, the 
apostle would here say, is the whole mass of the Jewish nation yet to 
be set apart for God and consecrated to him. The ἀπαρχή of this 
nation, i.e. the ancient patriarchs and fathers of it (comp. v. 28), 
were set apart for God ina peculiar manner ; and consequently the 
mass of their descendants are yet to be consecrated to him. The 
whole is illustration, however, rather than argument. 

Kai e.... οἵ κλάδοι, and if the root is holy, so are the branches. 
The same idea is here expressed, as in the former clause. A root 
bears some such proportion to the branches of a tree, as the first 
Fruits did to the whole mass of bread. So here, the root represents 
the fathers (v. 28), and the κλάδοι, their descendants. 

The word ἅγιος in both cases means, consecrated to God, devoted 
to God, set apart for God, or set apart, consecrated, viz. for the ser- 
vice of God. 

But it should be noted, that the apostle does not design to say, 
that the φύραμα and the κλάδοι ἅτε holy, i.e. that they were so when 
he was writing. He predicts only that they will be so, at some fu- 
ture period. 

(17) δὲ δὲ... ἐξεκλάσϑησαν, if now some of the branches 
were broken off ; i.e. if now some of the natural descendants of the 
ancient fathers have been cast off, because of unbelief (v.20). dé 
continuative, jam, German nun. 

Σὺ δὲ... ἐγένου, and thou being a wild olive, wert grafted in, 
in their stead, and made partaker of the root and fatness of the olive. 
The agytiacog was often grafted into the fruitful one, when it be- 
gan to decay, and thus not only brought forth fruit, but caused the 
decaying olive to revive and flourish. The image which the apostle 
here employs, is therefore a very vivid one. The Gentiles had been 
grafted in upon the Jewish Church, and had caused this decayed 
tree to revive and flourish. But still the apostle means to hold in 
check any exultation of the Gentiles on account of this. He reminds 
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them, that after all they are not the stock, but only grafts; that the 
root and fatness of the good olive has been transferred to them, only 
because they have been grafted into it. 

All this shows, moreover, that in the apostle’s view, there has in 
reality been but one church; the ancient Jewish one being only the 
foundation, the Christian one the superstructure and completion of 
the building ; a sentiment which accords throughout with the repre- 
sentations in the epistle to the Hebrews, where only a change in rites 
and forms is argued, not a change of the spiritual, essential nature of 
the church. 

(18) My κατακαυχῶώ τῶν κλάδων, exult not over the branches ; 
i.e. exult not that the Jewish branches have been broken off, and 
that thou hast been engrafted in their stead. Kataxavyaouae means 
to exult in one’s own advantages or pre-eminence, in such a manner 
as to look down with contempt on others who do not possess them. 

Ei δὲ κατακαυχᾶσαν..... σέ, but if thou dost exult, thou dost 
not support the root, but the root thee; i.e. if thou art so inconsid- 
erate and wanting in humility as to exult, there is no ground for such 
exultation ; for after all, the Jewish church is the stock on which the 
Christian has been engrafted ; it is the root from which the tree with 
its branches have sprung ; and as thou art only a branch, thou canst 
not boast as if thou wert the root. 

(19) ᾿ρεῖς obv.... ἐγκεντρισϑώ, thou wilt say, then: The 
branches were broken off, that I might be grafted in; i.e. perhaps 
thou wilt reply: ‘There is at least some ground for exultation, be- 
cause the branches were broken off in order to make room for me to 
be grafted in; which proves that I was considered as of more impor- 
tance than the branches.’—KAadoz has the article οἱ in many copies ; 
but A. C. E. 3. 7. 37. 46. 47. 54, Chrysostom, and Damascenus omit 
it; and so Dr. Knapp. 

(20) Kalas. . . ἕστηκας, be it so; they were broken off by rea- 
_ son of unbelief, “οἱ thou retainest thy standing by faith ; i.e. be it 
as thou hast said, viz. that the branches were broken off so that thou 
mightest be grafted in, yet the original ground or moving cause of 
their being broken off, was the unbelief of the Jews; and thou re- 
tainest thy present condition, only on the ground of faith or belief in 
Christ. Shouldest thou deny him, as the Jews have done, thou 
wouldest also be broken off in like manner.—Kaiws, bene, approves” 
of the sentiment which had been just uttered, in some respect or 
other, but it does not necessarily approve of it in the full extent in 
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which the speaker himself might have done. Here καλῶς concedes 
that the branches were broken off, so that the wild olive might be 
grafted in, i. e. that one object in breaking them off, was to graft in 
new ones; but it does not concede that the real ground or reason of 
their being broken off, was for the sake merely of grafting in new 
ones ; for the sequel shews that ἀπιστία was the ground of this. 
While the apostle concedes thus much, however, to the Gentile, he 
at the same time reminds him, that he retains his present place and 
standing, on the very same condition as that on which the Jews held 
theirs, viz. on condition of faith or belief; ov δὲ τῇ πίστει ἕστηκας. 
In regard to ἕστηκας, the Perfect of ἵστημι, it is the only tense which 
has a neuter sense, viz. to stand, the other tenses being used actively, 
viz. to establish, constitute, set up, etc.; and consequently the Perfect 
is used in the sense of all the tenses, that are needed to convey the 
neuter sense of the active voice. 

My.... φοβοῦ, be not high-minded, but fear; i.e. carry your- 
self not haughtily as it respects the Jews who have been broken off ; 
or rather, do not think too highly of your elevation to favour, indulge 
in no airs of superiority on account of this, but demean yourself as 
a humble believer, and one who has need to be continually on his 
guard, and to fear lest he may fall through unbelief, and be broken off. 

(21) Ei yoo .... φείσεται, for if God did not spare the natural 
branches, then surely he will not spare thee ; i.e. if God did not refrain 
from rejecting the Jews, when they became unbelievers, then surely 
he will not refrain from rejecting thee, in the like circumstances ; or 
in other words, if the natural branches were not spared, how shall 
those which are not the natural ones, find favour I—Kara φύσιν 
means, the branches which naturally belonged to the original stock, 
i.e. the Jews, the natural descendants of the patriarchs to whom the 
promises of God were made. 

(22) “102 οὖν... ϑεοῦ, behold, then, the kindness and the sever- 
ity of God: i.e. consider, on the one hand, the distinguished kind- 
ness which God has manifested toward thee who believest ; and on 
the other, the strict regard to justice and truth which he exhibits, in 
the punishment of the unbelieving Jews. So the sequel of the 
verse; ἐπὶ uéy ... . ἐκκοπήση, severity toward those who have fallen 
away; but kindness toward thee, provided thou dost maintain a state 
of integrity ; otherwise thou shalt be cut off. ὰν ἐπιμείνης τῇ 
χρηστότητι may be rendered, if thou dost continue in a state of 
favour; so Tholuck and others; and so in the translation. But we 
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may attach an intransitive sense to χρηστότητε" for the phrase may 
be taken as an antithesis of ἐπεμείνωσι τῇ ἀπιστίᾳ in the following 
verse; so that χρηστότητι may here designate the state or qualifica- 
tion of the individual concerned, and not the goodness of God toward 
him. That χρηστότης may be used to designate probity, ~ oe 
ness, 72%, is plain from the Septuagint Ps. 13: 1, 3 (14: 1, 3). 36 

3. 118: 66 (119: 66). 

(23) The present rejection of the unbelieving Jews is by no 
means final and exclusive. Kol éxeivou dé .... αὐτούς, but they 
also, unless they persevere in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for God is 
able again to graft them in. Thatis: ‘Inasmuch as unbelief was 
the ground of their rejection, so when they shall abandon this, and 
become believers, they will be again received to favour; for God is 
able to bring them back to his favour.’ ‘The apostle means to say, 
that God has not so cast away the Jews, as to shut them out of all 
access to the kingdom of heaven, or utterly to reject them ; but that 
he has left a way open, in which they may return to his favour, and 
he may receive them again. He speaks here only of what can be 
done; but in v. 24, seq., he speaks of what will be done. 

(24) That the Jews will be eg 3 received to favour, the apostle 
now proceeds to shew. Liyag.... xadhechacov, for if thou wert 
cut off from the wild olive which was thy natural state, and wert 
grafted into the good olive which was contrary to thy nature; i.e. if 
thou wert introduced into a state of favour with God, from a state of 
enmity which was in all respects foreign to a state of Gicovsiaeiilians 
μᾶλλον... ἐλαίᾳ, how much more shall the natural [branches] be 
grafted into their own olive? Argumentum a minori ad majus; viz. 
if God had mercy on Gentiles, who were out-casts from his favour and 
strangers to the covenant of his promise, shall he not have mercy on 
the people whom he has always distinguished as being peculiarly his 
own, by the bestowment of many important privileges and advan- 
tages upon them? Comp. Rom. 9: 1—5. 

(25) The apostle now proceeds more directly to assert the future 
reception of the Jews. Οὐ yao... .rovT0, now T would not have 
you ignorant, brethren, of this snipes Tug confirmantis, i. 6. pre- 
fixed to a clause which is added for the sake of illustration and con- 
firmation. The form of expression, J would not have you ignorant, 

15 a μείωσις, i. 6. a negative form of expression designed to convey a 
positive idea, viz. I am desirous that you should know. Muornguov 
ἣ denotes any thing which is hidden, concealed, unknown. a 
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“Iva un... . φρόνιμοι, lest ye should be wise in your own conceit ; 
i. 6. lest you should be puffed up with a view of your own importance, I 
am going to tell you more plainly still, that you are not the exclusive 
objects of God’s favour. “Ore nwoworg . . . . εἰσέλϑη, that blindness 
has come upon Israel in part, until the fulness of the Gentiles shall 
comein. As to πώρωσιες, comp. vs. 8, 10 above ; comp. also 1 Thess. 
2: 15, 16.---τ “πὸ μέρους is a qualifying expression, which saves the 
proposition from being a universal one ; comp. vs. 1—5 above. Paul 
means to say, that ‘ Israel is indeed in part blinded, and will continue 
so, until,’ etc., without designating what proportion of them contin- 
ues in unbelief. It is a softened mode of expression, or as rhetori- 
cians say, per charientismum, i.e. κατὰ χάριεν. 

"ἄχρις οὗ κιτ.λ. The πλήρωμα τῶν ἔϑνων I understand as 
meaning great multitudes or a great multitude, an abundance ; comp. 
John 1: 16. Rom. 15: 29. Col. 2:9. It cannot be denied that πλή- 
owuc sometimes means fulfilling, completion, completing, i. 4. πλή- 
θωσις" e.g. Rom. 13: 10, applied to the law; Gal. 4: 4. Eph. 1: 10, 
applied to t2me. But such a meaning would hardly be a congruous 
one, in the present instance. The fulfilling of a law, or of a limit- 
ed dime, is an easy and obvious expression, because there is an obvi- 
‘ous limit to which the filling up or fulfilling is to extend ; but what 
is this limit in πλήρωμα τῶν ἔϑνων7 ΑΒ it would be difficult to an- 
swer this question, so it seems altogether more facile and congruous, 
to take πλήρωμα; in the sense of copia, an abundance, great numbers, 
multitudes. How great this number or abundance must be, the apos- 
tle does not say; much less does he say, (as some have argued), that 
all the Gentiles must first be converted to Christianity, before the 
Jews can be brought into the pale of the church. The subject 
must therefore remain, as he has left it, indefinite as to the extent of 
Gentile conversions before the time when the Jews will return. Of 
course, Christians are not debarred from hope in labouring and pray- 
ing for the Jews at the present period; although as yet but compara- 

tively a small part of the Gentiles have been converted to the Chris- 
‘tian faith. It is true, even now, that there is a great multitude of 
Gentile converts. May we not hope that the time is near at hand, 
when there will be a πλήρωμα of them ? 

(26) Kai ovrw.... σωϑήσεται, and then all Israel shall be 
saved ; when the πλήρωμα of the Gentiles shall have been joined to 
the Lord, then his ancient covenant people shall also be reclaimed. 
Kai οὕτω means, literally, and so, i.e. when it shall be so that the 
πλήρωμα of the Gentiles shall be brought in, then, etc. That xe? 

a 
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οὕτω is used in the same way as zal rote, see Acts 7: 8. 17: 88. 20: 
11. 28: 14.-----Πᾶς here means ail, in opposition to the ἀπὸ μέρους of 
the preceding verse. Whether this means strictly every individual, 
it would be difficult indeed to determine. 

“ἄξει ἐκ... Ιακωβ, a deliverer shall come from Zion, and turn 
away A ap from Jacob. This is apparently a citation from Is. 
59: 20, where the Hebrew runs thus: “A deliverer for Zion shall 
come, and for those who forsake ungodliness in Jacob.” The Sep- 
tuagint reads ἕνεκεν «Σιών, instead of ἐκ “Σεών" but in other respects 
it conforms to the quotation of the apostle. We can only say of the 
apostle’s quotation, that it gives the general sense of the passage, viz. 
it conveys the idea, that deliverance for Zion is to be accomplished, 
and that penitents of the house of Jacob are to be saved. It is a very 
striking instance of free quotation, as to the general sense of a pas- 
sage, while the particular costume of it is disregarded. Whether 
Isaiah, in 59: 20, had respect to the salvation of gospel times, has 
been called in question. But the context seems to me very clearly 
to indicate this. And even if he had respect to temporal deliverance, 
there can be no difficulty in the apostle’s using his words as the 
vehicle of conveying his own thoughts, with regard to spiritual de- 
liverance. . 

(27) Kai αὕτη... διαϑήκη, and this is my covenant with them. 
This is generally supposed to come from the next succeeding verse in 
Isaiah, viz. 59: 21, as it agrees verbatim with the Septuagint there. 
But here the quotation stops, according to this supposition, and the 
next succeeding clause, ὄταν ἀφέλωμαι tag ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν; is 
taken from Is. 27: 9, where the words stand in the midst of a verse, 
which has relation to the punishment of the Jews, and their conse- 
quent moral reformation. I should, therefore, prefer the supposition, 
that the apostle here quotes and abridges Jer. 31: 33, the same 
passage which is quoted at length in Heb. 8: 8—12). There the 
words αὕτη ἡ διαϑήκη wou occur in v. 33; and in v. 34, Jehovah is 
represented as saying : ἵλεως ἔσομαι ταῖς ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν, καὶ san 
ἁμαρτιῶν αὐτῶν οὐ μνησϑῶ ἔτι" so that nothing is easier, than to 
suppose that the apostle quotes ad sensum these last passages, when 
he says ἀφέλωμαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν. There is this advantage 
also in this last supposition, viz. that the whole passage in Jeremiah 
με evidently refers to a new dispensation, to gospel-times ; which 

be altogether appropriate to the apostle’s purpose, for the very 

oa he is labouring to establish, is, that there will be a ΜΝ 
conversion of the aoe to the Christian religion. 
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(28) While the apostle admits that the Jews, the once beloved 
people of God, have now become alienated and his enemies, he still 
maintains that this evil, exceedingly great in itself, has been overruled 
for the accomplishment of very aniportant purposes, in respect to the 
salvation of the Gentiles. Kare uév.... ὑμᾶς, in respect to the 
gospel, they have become enemies on your account ; i. e. they have be- 
come ἐχϑροὶ tov ϑεοῦ, have apostatized from him, or have been 
rejected by him, and are no longer treated as his friends. That 
ϑεοῦ is implied after ἐχϑοοί, (and not εὐαγγελίου, nor μού as Theo- 
doret, Luther, Grotius, Cameron, Baumgarten, and others, have sup- 
posed), is clear by comparing with éy¢o/ its antithesis ἀγαπητοί" for 
in respect to this latter word, it is clear that ϑεοῦ is implied after it. 
It follows, therefore, that the ellipsis to ἐχϑοοί must be supplied in 
the same way. 


Av ὑμᾶς, on your account, i. e. to your advantage. In other 
words, the rejection of the gospel by the Jews, has been the occasion 
of its being more widely diffused among the Gentiles; so that, in this 
respect, the loss of the Jews has been the gain of the Gentiles. 

Kara 62... . πατέρας, but in respect to the election, they are be- 
loved for their fathers’ sake; i.e. in so far as God chooses men to 
salvation κατὰ τὴν πρόϑεσιν αὐτοῦ (8: 28), and without being moved 
thereto by any merit on their part (11: 5, 6), he will have special re- 
gard to the Jews, because of the many and precious promises which 
he made to their fathers. How Tholuck can find here only an elec- 
tion to external privileges, I am unable to see. Is the question, then, 
which the apostle is here discussing, one which concerns the external 
privileges of Christianity merely; or does it go deep to the very 
foundation of the whole, viz. to the spiritual blessings of the gospel? 
It does seem to me impossible to doubt here what the answer must 
be, unless one is led to do so, by other considerations than those of 
simple ae 


oe The apostle appears plainly to aver, that although God has mercy 





n whom he'will have mercy (9: 18); and although men do not, be- 
‘come the heirs of eternal life by any merits of their own, but merely 
by the good pleasure of his grace (11: 5, 6); yet in bestowing that 
grace, he may have regard to his promises made in ancient days to 
the distinguished patriarchs of the Jewish nation; he may have re- 
gard to his original design that the seed of Abraham by faith, and the 
seed which also were lineally descended from him, should be “ as the 
stars of heaven for multitude.” That salvation is entirely of free 
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grace, and not of merit, of course leaves it open for the sovereign 
Lord of all to choose the objects of his merey where and when he 
pleases. That he always does this with good and adequate reason, 
yea the best of reasons, his own infinite wisdom and goodness are a 
sure and perfect pledge. But that men are always acquainted with 
these reasons, or that he has revealed them, is not asserted, and is not 
capable of being proved. 

(29) God will not disappoint the hopés which he has excited, nor 
violate the promises which he has made. The blessings which he 
promised to bestow, and the calling of Abraham’s posterity to be his 
spiritual seed, will surely not fail. “Auetapednra ... ϑεοῦ, for the 
gifts and calling of God, he will not repent of ; lit. are not the sub- 
jects of repentance. The meaning is, that God will never repent of 
the promises which he made to the fathers, and therefore never 
change his purpose in regard to the bestowment of spiritual blessings 
upon their offspring. 

Here again Tholuck construes κλῆσις of the erternal calling of 
the Jews; the fear of gratia irresistibilis urging him to the adoption 
of this sentiment. But the reader is desired merely to turn back and 
compare 8: 28—30 with this whole passage, and also vs. 5—7 above. 
No other answer need be given to the objection against the sense 
here maintained. Above all, when one compares the sequel, vs. 30— 
36, with vs. 28, 29, can he constrain himself to believe, that external 
privileges only are here the subject of the apostle’s discussion? Could 
these excite in him such wonder, admiration, and gratitude, as he 
evidently expresses in vs. 33—36? And is this the obtaining of 

‘mercy, of which v. 30 speaks? Let every unprejudiced reader ex- 
᾿ amine and judge! 
. (30) Ὥσπερ yao... . ἀπειϑείᾳ, but as you were formerly disobe- 
dient to God, but have now obtained mercy aan unbelief. 
This refers to the former heathenish and unbelievi te of the 
Gentiles, and to the fact that the gospel was preached to them and 
’ they became believers, in consequence of the Jews having rejected it, 
in the sense before explained. Je introduces a clause added for 
the sake of confirmation. 
(31) Οὕτω καὶ... ἐλεήϑωσι, so also they have now become diso- 
bedient, [yet] so that they also may become the subjects of mercy, 
? through the mercy shewn to you. Here are two cases presented, par- 
lel in n some respect differing in others. (1) The Jews reject 
, and occasion its being preached to the Gentiles, who thus 
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become believers. (2) The Gentiles, by the blessings bestowed on 
them in consequence of their faith, provoke the Jews to jealousy, 
and occasion their seeking to be restored to their former place as the 
people of God; comp. vs. 13, 14. The parallelism consists in this, 
viz. that each party occasions the blessings of salvation to come to 
the other, i. 6. each is (ἀφορμετεκῶς)} the cause of salvation to the 
other. The difference is, that the Jews give occasion to this, by their 
unbelief ; but the Gentiles by their belief, which provokes the Jews to 
jealousy and leads them to seek after the privileges of the gospel. 
May the time speedily come, when the example of Christians will 
have a better tendency to excite such a jealousy among the Jews, 
than it has ever yet done! 

The position of ἵνα here is somewhat peculiar. We should na- 
turally expect to find it before τῴ ὑμετέρῳ but there are examples 
of its standing after the first words that begin a sentence; comp. 1 
Cor. 9: 15. 2 Cor. 2: 4. Gal. 2: 10. Eph. 3: 18. 

(32) Suvexdevoe .. . ἐλεήσῃ, for God hath given up all to unbe- 
lief, so that he might have mercy on all; 1. 6. God hath left both Jew 
and Gentile to fall into unbelief or disobedience, in order that the true 
nature of sin might fully appear, and that he might thus magnify the 
riches of his grace, in pardoning multiplied and aggravated trans- 
gressions; comp. Rom. 5: 20, 21, where the very same sentiment is 
developed. 

The fathers, in speaking of this subject, compare sin to a fever, 
which, before it reaches a certain height, does not so develope itself 
that the physician applies its appropriate remedy. They also compare 
it to a tree, which is permitted to grow up to full height and to spread 
forth all its branches and leaves, before it is felled. So when sin had 
reached its acme, the Redeemer appeared and struck the mortal 
blow. . 4 
In re συνέκλεισε, it seems to be the best illustrated by a 

reference to the Hebrew 323 772077, DN WAT, 2 TAM, all of 
“which (from 130) mean, to deliver over to, to give up to the power of. 

—Ttio explicantis, i.e. added to a clause which is designed to illus- 

trate the subject under consideration.—The whole verse, and also 

chap. 5: 20, 21, seems plainly to teach, that God had a special pur- 
pose to answer, in giving man over to the power or dominion of sin 
and unbelief, viz. to expose the “‘ exceeding sinfulness of onli and to 
magnify the riches of his pardoning mercy. 

But if any are not satisfied with the ui μὴ given ἐς est the word 
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συνέχλεισε, and insist that it is to be taken in a more active sense, 


they may compare it with Rom. 5: 20, and also with 9: 18. Hemny 
be understood here, in the same sense as σκληρύνει i in 9:18. I see 
no more objection to the one than to the other. ‘But such a sense γε 
συνέκλεισε does not seem to be necessary here. 

(33) Here then, to say the least, is some deep αἰνὰ: mysterious 
proceeding on the part of God, which the human mind cannot fathom, 
and which it should only wonder at and adore. "2 βάϑος... ϑεοῦ, 
O the boundless goodness and wisdom and knowledge of God! Πλού- 
tov means riches, when literally understood. Buta reference to v. 12 
shews, that the apostle had in his mind the abundant blessings of the 
gospel bestowed on the Gentiles, when he chose this term; comp. 
Eph. 3:8. 2 Cor. 8:2.—Logias, the wisdom of God, viz. the wisdom 
displayed in thus making the unbelief of the Jews subservient to the 
purpose of bringing salvation to the Gentiles, in thus educing good out 
of evil; and also in finally bringing the Jews back to their filial rela- 
tion, through the mercy granted to the Gentiles; important ends, which 
no human foresight or wisdom could have accomplished.— Πνώσεως, 
boundless knowledge; for what less than omniscience could foresee 
the effects to be thus produced, the good effects that would flow from 
present and apparent evil? What human or angelic foresight could 
divine, that such consequences would follow from such means? 

Tholuck refers the whole simply to divine compassion, and says 
that ‘the words are contra decretum absolutum of Augustine.’ This 
may be true, if Augustine meant what Tholuck supposes he did— 
fatality. But did he mean this? This excellent critic seems to find 
frequent matter of difficulty in the assertions of Paul here ; so strong- 
ly is he exercised with the fear of the decretum absolutum of Augus- 
tine and Calvin. 

‘Rs... . ὁδοὶ αὐτοῦ, how unsearchable are his Prager and 
his ways past finding out! Understanding all this as ourse hav- 
ing a reference to the preceding declarations of the apostle, we must 
interpret it as meaning: ‘ How entirely above our comprehension, — 
that God should accomplish such ends by such means,’ viz. the salva- 
tion of the Gentiles in such a way, and then that of the Jews !— 
Κρίματα seems plainly to mean, like the Hebrew DHDw2, ordi- 
nance, arrangement, proceeding ; or rather decision, counsel, decomp 
ation. Here it is for substance a synonyme with ὁδοί, which evidently _ 
has he like sense. The word ὁδοί, which literally means way or 

tra that o one makes in going, gives occasion to the adjective aveé- 
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ἐχνίαστοι, whose footsteps cannot be traced, i.e. unsearchable, non 
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What can be plainer, now, than that the declaration in v. 32 
gives the immediate occasion to the exclamation in v. 33? But if this 
be so, then συνέκλεισε serves to excite the apostle’s feelings, as well 
as ἐλεήσῃ. Tholuck admits only the latter. 

(34) Tis yao. ... ἐγένετο, for who hath known the mind of the 
Lord, or who hath been his counsellor? Tag explicantis, i.e. placed 
before a clause added in order to confirm his assertion, that the ways 
of God are unsearchable. The verse is a quotation from Is. 40: 13, 
ad sensum,.and nearly in the words of the Seventy. The object is, 
to challenge the wisdom of created beings, calling on them to shew, 
if there be any such case, wherein any of them has contributed any 
thing to enlighten or to guide the divine counsels. The question im- 
plies strong negation. 

(35) "ἃ τίς... αὐτῷ, or who hath first given him any thing, 
so that he must receive retribution? 'The sentiment of this verse may 
be found in the Hebrew of Job 41: 3 (11), D>va1 7224p 1, who 
hath done me any service, that I may recompense him. 'This the 
apostle has changed to the third person, instead of the first, so as to 
make it congruous with the preceding quotation. The Septuagint 
“abit in omnia alia’ here; so that the apostle (if indeed he here 
quotes at all, which seems somewhat doubtful), has given a new ver- 
sion to the Hebrew. 

This latter quotation (if it be one), is designed by the apostle to 
have a bearing on all claims to the divine favour, which can be pre- 
ferred on the score of desert or of services rendered to God. How 
prone the Jews were to betake themselves to their own merits, and 
to rely on self-righteousness, every reader of the New ‘Testament 
must know. The sentence before us is designed to repress this spirit; 
for it is as much as strongly to affirm, that no one can make any just 
claims upon God for his favour, as no one by his services has laid 
him under any obligation. The Nominative to ἀνταποδοϑήσεταν is 
αὐτὸ understood, which would refer to τί implied after the preceding 
TOVLOWKE. 

(36) On the contrary, instead of creatures laying God under any 
obligation to them, God is all and in all, i. e. he is the source of all 
being and blessing, by him all things come into existence and are sus- 
tained and governed, and for him, for his glory and honour, they 
“are and were created.”—'Ore é& .... πάντα, for of him, and by 
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him, and for him are all things.— HE αὐτοῦ, of him, i.e. he is the 
original source, the eternal fountain whence all the streams of exist- 
ence take their rise—e’ αὐτόν, he is not only the original source, 
but the intermediate cause of all things. It is the exertion of his 
power, that brings them into being, and preserves, directs, and con- 
trols them.— δὶς αὐτόν, for him, for his honour, praise, glory ; he is 
the sovereign Lord and possessor of all, and all exist because he 
wills it, and exist for the accomplishment of purposes which the 
Maker of all has in view. The sentence seems equivalent to saying : 
“(4 is the beginning, continuance, and end of all things.” 


Such is the conclusion of the doctrinal part of our epistle; a pow- 
erful expression of profound wonder, reverence, and adoration, in regard 
to the unsearchable ways of God in his dealings with men; and an 
assertion of the highest intensity, respecting his sovereign right to con- 
trol all things so as to accomplish his own designs, inasmuch as all 
spring from him, “live and move and have their being in him,” and are 
for his glory. A doctrine truly humbling to the proud and towering 
hopes and claims of self-justifying men; a stumbling-block to haughty 
Jews, and foolishness to unhumbled Greeks. I scarcely know of any 
thing in the whole Bible, which strikes deeper at the root of human 
pride than vs. 33—36. But what emphasis there can be in these, if the 
apostle is discoursing merely on the exlernal privileges of men, and 
maintaining that these only were bestowed by pure grace, I am unable 
to see. Every man on earth has merely to open his eyes on things 
around him, in order to see that distinctions of a temporal nature are 
coextensive with the human race. Does he need the long argument of 
the apostle, and the strenuous efforts he has made, in order to be satis- 
fied of this? But when we come to the great question: Are distinc- 
tions of a spiritual nature made, which are eternal in their consequences ; 
and made too according to the good pleasure of God, without any merit 
on the part of men? it is then we find ourselves to need all the argu- 
ment and reasoning and authority of the apostle, to bring us submissively 
to bow, and to contemplate the whole subject (as he does) with wonder 
and adoration. It is then, that. God’s claims to be considered the 
GREAT ALL IN ALL, must be advanced in such a way, that “the 
lofiiness of man may be bowed down, and the haughtiness of man laid 
low, and Jehovah alone be exalted.” 

T appeal now to all readers and critics, who, like Tholuck, refer all 
that is said in vs. 33—36 to the mere goodness and compassion of God, 
as manifested in the gospel, whether there is any congruity in the pas- 
sage thus considered. Nothing can be more certain, than that vs. 34— 
36 do assert, in the most high and unequivocal manner, the indepen- 
dence of God on his creatures, and his sovereign power and right over 


ROMANS 11: 36. 459 








them. This will not be questioned. But why such an assertion here, 
at the close of the argumentative part of the epistle, the very climax of 
the whole? Is it necessary to make the deepest possible impression of 
divine independence and sovereign right, in order to convince us that 
God can exercise his goodness and compassion? I repeat it—I cannot 
see the congruity of such reasoning or rhetoric. Let those who adopt 
such exegesis look to this; mine is not the task to defend it. 

On the other hand; if God has, for reasons not disclosed to us, and 
therefore in the way of what we call the exercise of divine sovereignty, 
rejected for a time the Jewish nation, and brought in the Gentiles; and 
if God in his own due time, shall also again bring the Jewish nation 
into his church; and all this in such a way as entirely exceeds our 
comprehension, and which of course we are altogether unable to ex- 
plain ; then we may exclaim, with the wondering apostle, O the depth ! 
Then we may find overwhelming reason to believe, that God is all in 
all, that he is the beginning, middle, and end of all things, and that “ for 
his glory they are and were created.” We can sympathize, therefore, 
while cherishng such views, with all which the apostle has here said, 
and find abundant reason to cherish sentiments such as he has avowed. 

But to prevent all mistake here, I repeat, before I close this subject, 
what I have once and again expressed in the preceding pages, viz. that 
sovereignty in God, does not imply what is arbitrary, nor that he does any 
thing without the best of reasons. It only implies, that those reasons are 
unknown to us. While clouds and darkness are truly about him, in 
respect to our vision, justice and judgment are the habitation of his 
throne for ever. It is impossible, even for a moment, to doubt that this 
must be so. Infinite wisdom and goodness can never act at all without 
reason, nor without the very best reason. God has no possible tempta- 
tion to act arbitrarily or wrongly; it cannot profit him. His creatures 
eannot abridge his happiness. Of course, it would be the extreme of 
folly to suppose, that because God acts in a way which is mysterious, 
he acts in an arbitrary or oppressive manner. Is he under obligation 
to disclose all the grounds of his proceedings to us? Enough he has 
disclosed, to satisfy us that he is wise and good. May there not be 
something left, to exercise our filial confidence, and to give us (what 
does indeed well become us) a deep sense of our humble and im- 

.perfect condition? Shall we prescribe to God the terms of our 
moral discipline? If not, then let us be content, when his mysterious 
ways press upon our minds and we feel straitened and in darkness, to 
say with the apostle: “2 βάϑος πλούτου καὶ σοφίας καὺ γνώσεως ϑεοῦ! 
And if our hearts are ever tempted to rise up against the distinctions 
which God has made, either in a temporal or spiritual respect, in the 
bestowment of his favours, let us bow them down to the dust, as well as 
silence and satisfy them, with the humbling, consoling, animating, glo- 
rious truth, that ‘of God, and through him, and for him, are all things !’ 
To him, then, be the glory for ever and ever! Amen, 
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CHAP. XII. 1—21. 


The apostle having thus concluded what may be called the doctrinal part of 
his epistle, now proceeds to the hortatory and practical part; which contains 
precepts both general and particular, that were specially adapted to those 
whom he was addressing, and the spirit of which is applicable to all times and 
nations. The very solemn and earnest manner in which he inculeates the 
practical maxims that follow, shews how deeply he felt the importance of 
uniting Christian doctrine and duty ; yea, how necessarily the true reception 
of the former must lead to the latter. He begins with urging Christians to 
make an entire consecration of themselves to God, vs. 1, 2; he urges upon his 
readers humility, although they possess the special gifts of the Spirit 5 inas- 
much as all the diversities of such gifts are possessed by those who are only 
parts of the spiritual body to which all Christians belong, vs. 3—5; he enjoins 
upon each to make a wise and diligent improvement of the special vift or office 
bestowed on him, vs. 6—8; and then gives, in the remainder of the chapter, a 
most striking and admirable series of Christian precepts ; of which no equal, 
and no tolerable parallel, can be found in all the writings of the heathen world. 


(1) Tlaguxaio οὖν... ϑεοῦ, I intreat you, then, by the tender 
mercies of God, i.e. such being the case as I have now stated, such 
being the love and compassion exhibited toward sinners, and such 
the provision made for them, I entreat you on account of the tender 
mercies, etc. Ouvy has reference to all that precedes, and intimates 
that the writer is making a general deduction from it,—Ocxrigner, 
in the plural, is an imitation of the Hebrew DY2%7 which has no 
singular. It means kindness, benignity, compassion, ete. Ave, by, 
on account of ; comp. Rom. 15: 30. 1 Cor. 1: 10. 2 Cor. 10: 1. 

Tlagaorjoce.... ἡμῶν, to present your bodies a living sacrifice, 
holy, acceptable to God, which is your rational service. ἹΠαραστῆ- 


oat is common in classic Greek, and is employed to designate the ac- 


tion of bringing and presenting to the divinity, a sacrifice of any 
kind.—Zouare ὑμῶν, your bodies, i.e. yourselves. The word ow- 
fara, appears to be used, because it makes the nature of the repre- 
sentation or comparison more appropriate ; for the bodies of animals 
are offered in sacrifice.—Qvolay ζῶσαν, a living sacrifice, in distinc- 
tion from that of beasts which were slain. The meaning is, that the 
living active powers of their bodies were to be continually offered or 
devoted to God; or, in’ other words, they were to offer a Living, en- 
during, lasting sacrifice, not a sacrifice once for all by self-immolation. 
But possibly the reference may be to the custom of the Levitical law, 
which forbade the offering to God what was accidentally killed. The 
‘animal must be brought alive to the altar, and slain there. But I 
prefer the former exegesis. 
‘Ayiav, holy, i.e. DA, integer, without blemish, or defect ; for 


‘ 
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no other kind of sacrifice could be ἁγία, i.e. consecrated to God.— 
Evageotov τῷ ϑεῷ is an epexegesis of the preceding dyla.— Τὴν 
λογικὴν λατρείαν ὑμῶν, your rational service, viz. your spiritual of- 
fering or service, or that which is mental or belongs to reason (λύγος), 
in distinction from an external service or λατρεία σαρκική, such as 
the Jews offered and relied on for salvation. I have rendered it ra- 
tional, i.e. pertaining to the reason or understanding, because the 
word reasonable (as we now use it) does not necessarily convey the 
same idea. 

(2) Kai μὴ ..... νοὺς ὑμῶν, and-be not conformed to this world, 
but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind. The Codices 
A. Ὁ. E. F. G. and many Codd. MSS., read συσχηματίζεσϑαι and 
μεταμορφοῦσϑαι, in the Infinitive ; which would imply παρακαλῶ 
before them. The sense would be the same, in such a case, as the 
Imperative of the text before us makes.— 7 αἰῶνι τούτῳ, the pre- 
sent world, i.e. ΤΠ nbisn , according to the latter usage of the 
word D>4y among the Jews. The classic sense of αἰών never coin- 
cides with this. See Exegetical Essays on αἰών, αἰώνιος, ete., ὃ 5. 
By not conforming to the world, the apostle means, not adopting its 
sinful customs and practices, whether of an external or internal 
nature. 

᾿Αλλὰ μεταμορφοῦσϑε, i.e. put on another form, person; ex- 
change the μορφή of the world for that of Christianity. Do this 
ἀνακαινώσει τοῦ νοὸς ὑμῶν, by the renewing of your mind, i.e. by 
renovating the νοῦς παλαιός, by exchanging it for a νοῦς zaevos, 
~ such as the gospel inspires. In other words: ‘Cherish no more a 
spirit devoted to the world, and sinfully conforming to it; cultivate a 
new and different spirit, one devoted to God, one which will love and 
practice what is good and pleasing to God.’ 

Eig τὸ δοκιμάζειν... τέλειον, that ye may learn what the will 
of God is, that which is good and acceptable and perfect. Aoxtpa- 
ζω means (among other things), to explore, to investigate, to search 
out, 7712; and this for the purpose of learning or knowing. The 
apostle means to say, that a renewed mind is essential to a successful 
inquiry after practical and experimental Christian truth, in its whole 
extent. “If any man will do his wiil, he shall know of the doctrine, 
whether it be of God.” . 

To ἀγαϑόν x.t.4, 1 regard not as adjectives agreeing with ϑέλης- 
μα, but as nouns, formed in the usual way, viz. by prefixing the ar- 
ticle to the neuter gender of the adjective ; for τό is of course impli- 


462 ROMANS 12: 2—4. 
ee 
ed before εὐάρεστον and τέλειον. So Flatt and Tholuck.—Zvageo- 
τον means, acceptable to God, τῷ dem being implied. 7έἕλειον, 
that which is wanting in nothing, which has no defect, zntegrum. 

The whole verse, therefore, is an exhortation to spiritual-minded- 
ness, in order that Christians may attain to a full knowledge of what 
their holy religion demands. 

(3) Tuo here makes a transition to additional matter, designed 
further to explain and confirm the general precepts just given; “ nar- 
rationi uberiori inservit.” ea τῆς χάριτος, by virtue of the [apos- 
0110] office bestowed on me; comp. Rom. 1:5. 15:15. Eph. ὁ: 2, 8.— 
Ev ὑμῖν, among you; so ἕν frequently means, in such a connection. 

My... . φρονεῖν, lit. not to over-estimate himself beyond what he 
ought to estimate. Taga is often used in such a sense, in compara- 
tive declarations; 6. g. Luke 13: 2. 3: 13. Rom. 14:5. Heb. 1: 9. 1: 
4. 3:3.— Added . . . σωφρονεῖν, lit. but to estimate so as to act sober- 
ly, i. e. to think modestly, prudently, in a rational way, of himself, 
not being puffed up with his own attainments and gifts; the same as 
σοφρόνως φρονεῖν. The paronomasia in φρονεῖν and σωφρονεῖν 
can hardly escape the reader’s notice. 

᾿Εκάστῳ ws... πίστεως, according to the measure of faith which 
God hath imparted to him; i.e. according to the measure of Christian 
belief and knowledge, which God has imparted. In other words: 
‘Let each one estimate his gifts, by the principles which the gospel 
has revealed.’ But Flatt and Tholuck understand πίστες here as 
equivalent to χάρεσμα, i.e. πίστες = τὸ πεπιστευμένον, quod credi- 
tum est, donum; for which I can find no adequate and satisfactory 
proof or example. Nor can I perceive that the meaning which this 
exegesis would give to the passage, is a probable one. The apostle 
is not exhorting men to prize their gifts according to the diverse na- 
ture of them, (which must be his meaning, if Flatt and Tholuck have 

rightly explained him); but he is exhorting all, whatever may be their 
gifts, to demean themselves modestly and ΤΣ All belong to one 
body, and no invidious distinctions are to be made. Consequently it 
is more congruous to explain μέτρον πίστεως, as indicating the meas- 
ure of Christian belief, faith, i. 6. of Christian ign οι which is the 
object of faith. 

(4) To shew that no one has any reason to set up himself as su- 
perior to others, the apostle now introduces the admirable comparison 
of the body of Christ, i.e. the church, with the human body. There 
are various members of the latter; and they are designed for different 
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uses. But all belong to one and the same body; and each performs 
its own proper functions for the good of the whole. So ought it to be 
in the Christian church.—IToaécv, use, opus, negotium, office. 

(5) Οὕτως... μένη, so we, being many, are one body in Christ, 
and are each members of others; i.e. there is but one church, one 
spiritual body, of which Christ is the head. To this we all belong. 
In this respect there is no preéminence.—Kad@et¢ for καϑ' ἕνα, prop- 
erly asolecism; see also John 8: 9. Mark 14: 19. 3 Macc. 5: 34, and 
ave εἷς Rev. 21: 21. 

(6) “Zyovres . . . διάφορα, and possessing gifts which are diverse, 
according to the grace bestowed upon us; i.e. we, who are many in 
number, and yet one body in Christ, possess gifts which are diverse, 
according to the diversity of the operations of thé Spirit, who bestows 
different gifts on different persons. ”Eyovtes agrees with ἡμεῖς un- 
derstood, and is a continuation of the preceding sentence. 

Εἴτε προφητείαν, whether prophecy, i.e. εἴτε [ἔχομεν or Exovtes} 
προφητείαν, the ellipsis of ἔχομεν or ἔχοντες being quite plain. 
προφητείαν here evidently means, χάρεν προφητείας, i. 6. the office 
or gift of prophecy, the prophetic office ; which explanation, moreo- 
ver, is rendered certain by the sequel. But why is προφητεία a 
public or a private office? And in either case, what were its appropri- 
ate duties ? 

To answer this question philologically, as well as by the analogy 
of the Scriptures, it is necessary to resort, in the first place, to the 
classic use of the word. Προφήτης, among the Greeks, generally 
signified an interpreter of the will of the gods, an interpreter of those 
who were priests of the gods, etc. The essence of the definition is the 
idea of being an interpreter, one who explains or declares, viz. what 
was before dark, or not understood, or not known. So the Greeks 
could say, προφήτης ϑεοῦ---ἱεροῦ---μάντεως--- ΠΠ]ουσῶν, x. τ. i. 
Sometimes (but more rarely) προφήτης means, one who himself fore- 
tells, one who predicts, etc.; and it is then equivalent to the Greek 
μάντις. But in general, it differs from μάντις, inasmuch as the latter 
means a person who is himself under the divine afflatus, in such a 
manner as to be bereaved of his own consciousness and reason, and 
merely to utter (as an instrument) what the inspiring divinity causes 
him to utter. This, which the μάντις himself is not supposed to un- 
derstand, and can not explain, it was the office of the προφήτης to 
interpret. Plato derives wavrig from μαίνομαι, to rave, to be out of 
one’s senses; and this shews the peculiar meaning of μάντις, in dis- 
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tinction from προφήτης, which usually designates only such persons 
as are in possession of their reason. 

Προφήτης, in the New Testament, corresponds well with the He- 
brew 8°22, which means an interpreter of the divine will generally, 
and specially one who by divine inspiration foretells future events. 
Of this latter sense, which all admit, it is unnecessary to give any ex- 
amples; but as to the former, the reader may consult for 8°23, Judg. 
6: 8. 2 Sam. 7: 2. Ex. 7: 1, where Aaron is said to be a 8°32 to 
Moses, i. e. the interpreter to the people of the plans and designs of 
Moses, (comp. Exod. 4: 16. Jer. 15:19). Deut. 18: 15. For the like 
sense of προφήτης in the New Testament, comp. Matt. 5: 12. 10: 
41. 11: 9. 13: 17. John 7: 52. Acts 7: 48, 52. Rev. 10:7. 11: 10, 
18. 18:24, 20. Comp. also the verb προφητεύω in Rev. 10: 11. 11:3. 
Luke 1: 67. Acts 2: 17,18. 19: 6. 21:9. 1 Cor. 11: 4,5. 13: 9. 14: 
1, 3, 4, 5, 24, 31,39; and with these texts compare Joel 2: 28. Num. 
11: 25, 27. 1 Sam. 10: 5, 6, 10—13. 19: 20—24. 

From all these passages it is put beyond a doubt, that to prophesy 
means, not merely to predict, (which is rather the predominant signi- 
fication of the word), but also to preach (as we say), to warn, to 
threaten, to utter devotional sentiment, to utter praise; in short, to 
speak any thing by divine inspiration or afflatus. Προφητείαν in 
our text, therefore, does not of course refer to those who predicted; it 
may have another meaning. More probable is it, indeed it is almost 
certain, that here it has a more general sense, referring to those who 
publicly uttered any thing by special divine aid or inspiration, which 
had respect to the subject of religion. 

Such, then, were προφῆται in the Christian church, i. 6. men 
endowed with a supernatural gift in regard to addressing the people, 
either for the purposes of instruction or of devotion. The apostle 
directs them to perform the duties of their office, κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν 
τῆς πίστεως, according to the proportion of faith, or according to the 
analogy of faith. According to the first method of translating it, the 
sense would be: ‘Let the prophets speak only as they have faith to 
do it;’ i.e. let them not go beyond the faith imparted tothem. Faith 
here must mean, that which is the object of their belief, i. e. what_is 
given to them in an extraordinary manner as the object of their belief. 
The apostle means then to say: ‘Let not the prophets exceed what. 
is entrusted to them. Let them keep within the bounds of their rea- | 
son and consciousness, and not, like the heathen μάντεις, rave, or 
speak they know not what.’ Compare 1 Cor. 14: 32, where the fact 
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is ἫΝ clear, that Paul considered the μέσοι as conscious, ra- 
tional, voluntary, accountable agents, while in the exercise of their 
gifts. And as to the solemn and conscientious discharge of the duty 
of a prophet, comp. Jer. 23: 25—40. Ezek. 2: 6—8. 3: 17—2l1. 

In this manner Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Pelagius, 
Calvin, Flatt, Tholuck, and many others, have understood the phrase 
under examination. 

At the same time, as ἀναλογίαν may signify analogy, agreement, 
(for so it means in the classics), the sense here may be: ‘ Prophesy 
in such a manner, that what you say will accord with the doctrine 
of faith, viz. with that which the Scripture contains.’ The former 
sense is the most congruous here, and therefore the most probable. 

It is obvious, that the eiliptical construction reigns through this 
whole paragraph. Here we must understand προφητεύωμεν before 
κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν. 

(7) Δ ἴτε διακονίαν, i.e. εἴτε [ἔχωμεν] διακονίαν. Διάκονος, 
in a general sense, means a servant, a waiter of any one. But as the 
office of a servant is elevated by the station of his master and the du- 
ties which the servant has to perform, so the word is far from being 
always employed in a degrading sense ; nay, it is sometimes (like the 
Hebrew 32%) used in a most honourable sense, as servant of God, 
servant of Christ, servant (minister) of the gospel, etc. In the pas- 
sage before us, διακονία probably. refers to the official duty of the 
διάκονοι in the Christian church, to whom was committed the care 
of alms for the poor, of providing for the sick, of preparing conve- 
niences for public worship, etc., and generally, of watching over and 
taking care of the external matters of the church. In the primitive 
age of the church this office was very simple, having reference only 
to the alms of the church. So the verb dcaxovéw very often means, 
to supply one with food, to make ready or provide food for any one, 
e.g. Matt. 4: 11. Mark 1: 18. Luke 10: 40. 12: 37. 17: 8. John 12: 
2; comp. Acts vr. But in subsequent ages, the office was extended 
to all the external and merely temporal relations of the church. So 
in the Jewish synagogue, the ]311 , inspector, overseer, bormepaeniad to 
διάκονος. ᾿ 

"Ev τῇ διακονίᾳ, i. 6. ὦμεν or ἔστω" like ἐν τούτοις toe, 1 Tim. 
4: 15, i. 6. sit totus in illis, let him be wholly devoted to his ministra- 
tion or service, let him be deeply engaged to saps its duties with 
fidelity and zeal. 

Ete 6 διδάσκων. Here the construction is varied, although 
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there appears no special reason for it in the nature of wv sentence. 

We should expect εἴτε διδασκαλίαν here, i. 6. the Accusative case of 
the abstract noun ; but in its stead, we have a participial noun in the 
Nominative. Of course, 7 (sit) is understood here after ὁ διδάσκων. 
— Ev τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ, i.e. ἔστω as before. 

That the office of teacher is here distinguished from προφήτης on 
the one hand, and from παρακαλῶν on the other, is plain. But in 
what this distinction consisted, it would be a difficult matter to tell. 
In regard to the first distinction, it would seem that προφήτης indi- 
cated one who taught by inspiration, and only so far as inspiration 
prompted and enabled him to teach. It was an office created and 
sustained by a miraculous gift. But διδάσκαλος appears to have 
been an ordinary stated teacher, one who was so by official station, 
and who taught according to the degree of religious knowledge which 
he possessed. 

(8) Bits 6 παρακαλῶν, i.e. ὁ παρακαλῶν .— Lv τῇ παρακλή- 
6ét, i.e. ἔστω as before. But what is παρακαλῶν The verb πα- 
ρακαλέω means, to warn, to console. ἸΠαραχαλῶν, then, would seem 
to indicate an exhorter, 1.e. one who urged to practical duties, who 
dwelt upon the threatenings and promises of the gospel, and so aided 
and completed the work which the διδάσκαλος had begun. 

How long the distinction was kept up in the church, which is 
here intimated, I know not. But in the original settlement of the 
churches in New England, many of them had two ministers, a δὲ- 
δάσκαλος and a παρακαλῶν, as here explained. It was believed, at 
that time, that these distinct offices were intended to be perpetual in 
the church. But why consistency would not of course lead to the 
maintenance of all the other ons here named, it would be difficult 
to say. 

Ὃ μεταδιδούς, se. ἢ, he who is a distributer, i. e. he who iniuis 
butes the charities of the church, or of individuals in it— Zv ἀπλό- 
tytt, i.e. with a simple or single regard to the good of those for 
whom the charity was bestowed, without any selfish or sinister pur- 
poses of his own. 

But in what respect ὁ μεέταδιδοὺς differed from the διάκονος, 
above mentioned, we are now unable to ascertain with precision. 
That there was a difference, is plain from the manner in which the 
whole of this paragraph is constructed. May it not have been, that 
the διάκονος was the general overseer, the collector and provider of 
alms while the ὁ μεταδιδούς, was the actual distributer of them 
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among the needy? This seems quite probable, from the nature of 
the case, and from the fact that here are two distinct offices, both 
having a relation to the same class of duties. 

‘O προϊστάμενος, ἐν σπουδῇ, let him who presides, do it with dili- 
gent attention. A question may indeed be raised here, whether ὁ 
προϊστάμενος means an office in the church, or only a person to whom 
the care of some duty or business is committed. The verb προΐϊστη- 
tt sometimes means, to attend with care and diligence to any thing, 
4 d. to stand over it, as we say in English. So in Tit. 3: 8, καλῶν 
ἔργων προΐστασϑαι means, to be diligent in performing good works. 
But as ὁ προϊστάμενος stands connected with a series of other words 
which express some official duty, most interpreters have been inclined 
to construe it here as having respect to office. It seems plainly to be 
used in 1 Thess. 5: 12, to designate one who holds the office of a 
teacher; and in 1 Tim. 5: 19, it also seems to designate one who 
holds the office of ruling or governing in the church, as well as 
teaching. The context of this latter passage has been regarded, 
indeed, by most commentators, as shewing that there were some προ- 
ioreéuevor, who held the double office of teacher and governor or ruler 
in the church; although, as some of them suppose, these offices would 
seem more usually to have been separate. In like manner, Justin 
Martyr speaks of a προεστὼς τῶν ἀδελφῶν, who (it appears) is the 
presbyter of the church, Apoleg. I. ο. 67. ' 

In 1 Cor. 12: 28, is another account of Paul concerning the 
offices in the church existing at Corinth; from which it appears that 
there were reckoned in that church the following orders of offices 
and gifts: ἀπόστολοι, προφῆται, διδάσκαλοι, δυνάμεις, χαρίσματα 
ἰαμάτων, ἀντιλήψεις, κυβερνήσεις, γένη γλωσσῶν, διερμηνεῦται" 
quite a different reckoning from that in our text, and yet the object of 
it is the very same as in Rom. 12:8, viz. to shew Christians that the 
same Spirit has bestowed gifts and offices of different and various 
kinds, but that inasmuch as he is the author of all, and they who 
possess them all belong to one and the same body, so there should be 
no boasting or pride indulged on account of them, but every one who 
possesses them should exercise his own gift in the best manner he 
can, for the edification of the whole. 

It must be obvious, that the κυβερνήσεις here maenaeneily seems to 
accord with the προϊστάμενος in the text; but whether it accords with 
the same word in 1 Thess. 5:12. 1 Tim. 5: 17, seems more doubtful. 
From a comparison of the whole together, it appears equally clear that 
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the office itself of a προϊστάμενος, as designated here (and in 1 Cor. 
12: 28 by χυβερνήσεις), was one of the lowest in the church. It is 
ranked the seventh, in 1 Cor. 12: 28; and the sizth, in Rom. 12:8. In 
1 Tim. 5: 17 and 1 Thess. 5: 12, it is represented as entitled to special 
honour, when it is united with the person of a teacher or preacher. 

Ὃ ἐλεῶν ἐν ἱλαρότητι, he who shews compassion, [let him do it) 
with cheerfulness ; comp. 2 Cor. 9: 7. 


Τ have, in the above paragraphs, given the reader the usual exegesis 
of the passage in question, viz. 0 μεταδιδοὺς, ἐν ἁπλότητι" ὃ προϊστάμε- 
γος, ἐν σπουδὴ" ὃ ἐλεῶν, ἐν ἱλαρότητι. But an attentive and repeated 
examination of it has raised doubts in my own mind, whether there is 
not a radical mistake at the foundation of this whole interpretation. I 
refer not now to the verbal criticisms merely ; which, it is obvious, are 
in general well founded and correct. But I refer to the assumption, in 
this case, that 6 μεταδιδούς, ὃ προϊστάμενος, and ὃ ἐλεῶν, designate officers 
or offices in the church; I mean officers in the usual and proper sense of 
the word, viz. men set apart by the special designation and appoimtment 
of the church for the performance of some peculiar and appropriate 
duties. I have a predominant persuasion, that these words here desig- 
nate duties which individuals merely as such were to perform, and to 
whom the church looked for such performance, because they had abil- 
ity or opportunity to perform them, or (if it shall be thought more 
probable) who were specially desired by the church to perform them. 
In this last case it might be true, for example, that to an individual in 
the church who was wealthy, the church looked in a peculiar manner 
with expectation that he would aid the poor; or (to adduce another 
example) it might happen that some individual had leisure, and also 
particular qualifications, for visiting the sick, consoling mourners, coun- 
selling the perplexed, relieving the distressed by various personal atten- 
tions, etc., and the church looked to him as a ὃ ἐλεῶν, or they made a 
special request of him that he would attend to such duties. ΑἹ] this 
might be, nay, it is all very natural and probable; while, at the same 
time, this would not prove that there were regularly instituted offices in 
the church, designated by 6 μεταδιδούς, ὃ προϊστάμενος, and ὃ ἐλεῶν. 

These hints give the general views which I feel compelled to enter- 
tain of the words under examination. But as the whole subject has an 
important bearing on the polity of the Christian church, I feel obliged 
to assign reasons for such an opinion. 

(1) 1t is obvious that the apostle does not here confine himself to 
extraordinary and miraculous gifts only, although he includes them. 
The προφήτης Was one who spoke under the influence of inspiration ; 
but 6 διδάσκων and 6 παρακαλῶν might or might not be inspired ; 
for the office itself was of a permanent or general nature, and not limited 
to special circumstances. So the διάκονος might or might not be an 
inspired man; for Stephen (Acts VI. VII.) was “full of the Holy 
Gis" t,” while we have no particular reason to believe that all of his 

brethren in office were endowed with the same gift. The same is true 
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of ὃ μεταδιδούς, ὃ προϊστάμενος, and ὃ ἐλεῶν " for the respective indi- 
viduals who performed the duties designated by these words, might, 
at times, enjoy special divine assistance and direction. But this belongs 
not essentially to the nature of the duties themselves, which may in gen- 
eral be performed without miraculous interposition. 

(2) It is equally obvious, that the apostle, in the whole extent of his 
exhortation here, includes both public and private, official and unofficial 
duties. A bare inspection of vs. 6—21 sets this question at rest. He 
means to say, that inasmuch as all Christians are members of one and 
the same body, all ‘their gifts and talents, of whatever kind or nature, 
whether adapted to the performance of public or private duties, wheth- 
er they are aided by the special influence of the Spirit or otherwise— 
all were to be employed in the most efficient and profitable manner. 
Such is the evident tenor of his whole discourse. Who, for example, 
would seek in vs. 9, 10, seq., for directions only to men in official sta- 
tions? ‘There is no reasonable question, therefore, respecting the gen- 
eral principle which I have here laid down, in regard to the whole par- 
agraph which contains the apostle’s exhortation. But where does he 
dismiss the address to the officers of the church as such, and begin with 
individuals or laymen? This is the very gist of the question; and in 
order to throw some light on this, I observe, 

(3) That the very construction and natural order of vs. 6—8, favour 
the supposition, that the last three classes of men named are private, not 
official persons. 

In respect to the natural order of the passage, it would seem to be 
an obvious dictate of propriety, that the apostle should begin first with 
the officers of the church: and this he has plainly done; for we have 
προφήτης, διάκονος, διδάσκαλος, ὃ παρακαλῶν, before he proceeds to the 
rest. Now if, after παρακαλῶν, he proceeds to unofficial men (as I sup- 
pose), then it would be perfectly natural to select from among these, 
those who were particularly distinguished in the church for their use- 
fulness ; and so he seems to have done. 

(4) It is difficult, if not impossible, to make out official distinctions 
through the whole of vs. 6—8. How does ὁ μεταδιδούς, as an of- 
Jficer of the church, differ from ὃ διάκονος ὃϑ And again; how does 6 ἐλε- 
ὧν differ from both, or from either? Α question which none of the. 
commentators have answered with any good degree of satisfaction. 
Indeed, most of them pass the difficulty over with entire silence ; which 
is at least the most easy, if not the most instructive, method of commen- 
tary. Here then, according to them, are two supplementary offices to 
that of διάκονος, the main, and originally the only, duty of which was, 
to take care of the poor. 

But further; who is ὃ nectiawidaioalh i He who presides over the 
church? If so, how can he be placed the sixth in rank here, and the 
seventh i in 1 Cor. 12: 28? (See κυβερνήσεις there). Then again, why 
should o προϊστάμενος, not have a place among the teachers, instead of 
being placed where it has, on the right and left hand, an office of mere 
charity? Does the presiding officer of a whole church ever rank in 
this way, in times either ancient or modern? I know of no such ex- 
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ample. Is not 6 προϊστάμενος a teacher, in 1 Thess. 5: 12, and in 1 Tim. 
5: 17? 

I am aware, indeed, that the apostle has not strictly followed the or- 
der of office here, as to dignity or rank, inasmuch as he has mentioned 
the deacon before the teacher or exhorter. But there is an apparent rea- 
son for this. In speaking to the official classes of the Romish church, 
the highest and lowest office, viz. that of prophet and deacon, i. e. the 
two extremes of office occurred first; which is a very natural method of 
thought. These the apostle wrote down as they occurred. He then 
supplied the intermediate offices, viz. that of teacher and exhorter, i. 6. 
the proper doctrinal instructer, whether in public or private, and exhorter 
er practical and persuasive preacher. This will account very naturally 
for the order of officers here. But in 1 Cor. 12: 28, the apostle ex pro- 
fesso recounts the natural order seriatim; which he makes to be, 1. A- 
postles. 2. Prophets. 3. Teachers. 4, Such as possessed miraculous 
powers in general (δυνάμεις). 5. Such as possessed the gift of healing 
the sick. 6, ᾿ἀντιλήψεις. 7. ΚΚυβερνήσεις. 8. Those who spoke vari- 
ous languages. 9. Interpreters (comp. v. 30). 

Here then, the 6 μεταδιδούς, ὃ προϊστάμενος, and o ἐλεῶν of our 
text, are omitted, (unless indeed the ὁ προϊστάμενος is found in the 
κυβερνήσεις, of which more hereafter), and ἀντιλήψεις comes in for 
ὃ διάκονος. So Bretschneider on ἀντίληψις ; “haud dubie ad munus 
diaconorum et diaconissarum respicitur, ut etiam patres eccles. puta- 
runt.” That this last declaration is correct, one may see by consulting 
Suicer’s Thesaurus, sub. voc. ἀντέληψις. Vitringa thinks that ἀντέλη-- 
wig means, the interpreters of foreign languages (comp. 1 Cor. 12: 30, 
διερμενεύουσι), De Vet. Synag. 11. 31. p. 509. But the other exegesis is 
most natural; for ἀντίληψις means, help, assistance, care; and here the 
abstract (as grammarians say) being used for the concrete, the sense is 
curatores, i. 6. διάκονοι. 

It is obvious, now, that in this noted passage in 1 Cor. 12: 28, 
ὃ μεταδιδούς and 6 ἐλεῶν are omitted ; and this gives very strong rea- 
son to suspect, that these were not properly offices in the church. 

But how is it with ὃ προϊστάμενος 5 Is he not found in the κυβερ-- 


»ήσεις of 1 Cor. 12: 28? This looks probable at first view ; but let us 


examine a little more thoroughly. 

First, I remark, that the word προΐστημι and its derivates are by no 
means confined to designate the idea of presiding over persons. It 
sometimes conveys the idea of being placed over any thing, or any 
kind of business, in order to take care of it, see that it is done, etc.; i.e. 
the undertaker in any thing, the protector or curator of any person or 
thing, the Greeks call 6 προϊστάμενος, ὃ προεστώς, ὃ προϊστάτης, i. 4. 
patron, helper. Accordingly the word occurs in the sense of aiding, 
assisting, etc. in Rom. 16: 2, where the brethren of the Roman church 
are charged by the apostle to aid, in any manner she may need, Phebe, 
who had been a προστάτις of many Christians, i. 6. a helper, a curator, 
one who had aided them by her personal attention and by her charity. 
The grammarian Varinus explains προστασία by Bonde. In the let- 
ter of Athanasius ad Solitarios, when speaking of the disposition of Ze- 
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nobia to aid Paul of Samosata, he says: προέστη τοῦ Σαμοσάτεως, she 
aided him of Samosata. So Theophylact, commenting on Rom, 12: 8, 
says: Προΐϊστασϑαὶ ἐστι τὸ βοηϑεῖν, καὶ διὰ ῥήματων καὶ διὰ τοῦ σώματος 
αὐτοῦ τῷ βοηϑείας δεομένῳ, i. 6, προΐστασϑαι means, TO AID, both by 
words and by personal services, him who is needy. 

That such a meaning then may be given to ὃ προϊστάμενος in Rom. 
12: 8, seems clear. The usus loquendi allows it. What then does the 
context demand ? Let_ us see what precedes, and what follows. 

What precedes is, 6 μεταδιδοὺς, ἐν ἁπλότητι" which I now render, 
let him who imparts [charity], do it with liberality. So beyond all doubt, 
the words may be rendered. That ἁπλύτης may mean liberality, one 
may see in 2 Cor. 8: 2. 9: 11, 13. James 1:5. So Zenophon: ἅπλου- 
στάτου δὲ μοι δοκεῖ εἶναι x. τ. b it seems to me to be the part of a most lib- 
eral man, etc., Cyrop. VIII. p. 155. So Josephus, speaking of Araunah’s 
liberal offer to David (2 Sam. 24: 19—24), says: David highly esteemed 
his ἁπλότητα, liberality, ete., Antiq. VII. 10. So in Test. XII. Patriach, 
p- 624: ὃ Θεὸς συνεργεῖ τῇ ἁπλότητί μου, God helped my liberal disposition. 
See other examples in Kypke i in loc. As to ὃ μεταδιδούς, which is com- 
monly applied to one who distributes charity, and so made for substance 
synonymous with διάκονος, it is very doubtful, to say the least, whether 
the word will bear this construction. Bretschneider has indeed given 
it such a meaning, (as others before him have often done); but, as Vi- 
tringa long ago observed (De Vet. Synag. Il. 3. p. 501), “the proper 
Greek word for distribute is διαδίδωμι " as one may see in John 6: 11. 
Luke 18: 22, (also in 11: 22 it has the like sense). Acts 4: 35, The like 
sense this verb has in the classics. But μεταδέίδωμι properly means, 
to impart among others what belongs to one’s self, to give of one’s own to 
others ; which is, or at any rate may be, a very different thing from dis- 
tributing the alms of the church. 

If these words be rightly explained, we have in them a command 
of the apostle, that those who are able μεταδιδόναι, to give in charity, 
should do this in a liberal manner. That all this is congruous and SP 
propriate, I presume no one will venture to deny. 

We have seen what precedes ὃ προϊστάμενος. Let us now see what 
follows it, This is ὃ ἐλεῶν, ἐν ἱλαρότητι, let him who performs deeds of 
mercy, do it cheerfully, i.e. let him go about this task with a willing 
mind, voluntarily, not grudgingly and with a forbidding demeanour. 
The duty of 6 ἐλεῶν may differ from that of 6 μεταδιδούς, in this res- 
pect, viz., that the former consisted in personal cares and services be- 
stowed upon the sick, and unfortunate ; while the latter consisted in do- 
nations of money, food, etc. These latter duties devolved especially on 
the rich; the former could be performed by all classes of Christians. 

Between these two classes of benefactors, then, the apostle places 
ὃ προϊστάμενος. If these classes, now, are not officers of the church, it 
would seem probable that ὃ προϊστάμενος does not here stand for one. 
That 0 ἐλεῶν cannot be made to mean an officer of the church, the si- 
lence of most commentators concerning it would seem pretty strongly 
to indicate. Accordingly, Vitringa does not hesitate to say : Quicquid 
enim adversae opinionis auctores statuant, fiert non potest, ut per τὸν éhe- 
οὔντα describantur aliqui ecclesiae offciarti [officers]. 
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It does seem most probable, therefore, that ὃ προϊστάμενος, is of the 
like tenor with 7 προστάτις in Rom. 16: 2, which there means, one who 
receives and entertains strangers, i. 6. a helper of Christian brethren 
coming from abroad; for such a helper (προστάτις) was Phebe. And 
this seems the more probable, inasmuch as the duty of hospitality, so 
often and so urgently insisted on by the apostles, has no specific men- 
tion among the special charities here, unless it be included in this 
word; although it is touched on, as it respects the church in general, 
in v. 13. Buta comparison with Rom. 16: 2, as, I must think, ren- 
ders the sense now given to ὃ προϊστάμενος, quite probable. 

But Tholuck and others appeal to κυβερνήσεις in 1 Cor. 12: 28, and 
say, that as χυβερνήσεις means there a special gift or office bestowed by 
the influence of the Spirit, so 6 προϊστάμενος must be considered as cor- 
responding with it. But what is κυβέρνησις Ὁ A question difficult to 
be answered, inasmuch as this word in 1 Cor. 12: 28 is a ἅπαξ Aeyous- 
γον. In classic Greek it means guidance, direction, steering ; and is es- 
pecially (as also the verb χυβερνάω) applied to designate the steering or 
guiding of a ship by the pilot. Hence many critics understand it here 
(1 Cor. 12: 28), as designating the office of a ruler in the church. But 
how can such an office be placed the seventh in rank, (for the apostle 
here seems to make an enumeration according to the order of prece- 
dence), and have but one or two offices reckoned below it? This seems 
to be exceedingly incongruous. The governor and guide of a Christian 
church would seem, in the order of nature, to stand at its head. 

I ask, in the next place, how it should happen, that κυβερνήσεις 
stands here in such a position, having in order before it ἀντιλήψεις, 
opitulatores, curatores, (i. q. διάκονοι), and after it γένη γλωσσῶν ἢ 9. Why 
does it not stand next before or after προφήτας or διδασκάλους, where 
we should almost of necessity expect to find it, if it mean presidents or 
governors of the church ? 

Moved by such difficulties, I feel constrained to seek another than 
a classical meaning for κυβερνήσεις. But as,in the New Test., the word 
is not elsewhere to be found, we must resort to the Septuagint; and 


here the word is uniformly employed, as the rendering of the Hebrew 
nidasnn, skilful dexterity, wise foresight, power of prudent or skilful” 


management. In this very sense κυβέρνησις 1 is plainly employed in Prov. 
1: 5. 11: 14. 24: 6, μετὰ κυβερνήσεως γίνεται πόλεμος" and these are all the 
instances in which the word occurs in the Septuagint. In accordance 
with this meaning is the Lex. Cyrilli: κυβέρνησις, φρόνησις. So the 
Glossae ineditae in Prov. Salom.: χυβέρνησις, ἐπιστήμη τῶν πραττομένων. 
So also Hesychius: κυβερνήσεις, προνοετικαὶ ἐπιστῆμαι καὶ φρονήσεις, 
considerate knowledge and understanding. 

Tn view of all this, we may now venture to translate κυβεργήσεις, 
skilful c discernment or insight. But in what respect? ΤῸ answer this 


we must let the apostle explain himself. Let us go back, then, to 1 Cor. 


12: € 8—10, and there we shall find nearly if not quite the same reckoning 


: ate ritual gifts as in vs. 28—30. But there, before γένη γλωσσῶν, stands 


ae εἰς τῶν πνευμάτων" Which does not at all appear in vs. 


Ae 
it be designated by κυβερνήσεις. That it should not in fact be in- 


\ 
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elsdled.i in 1 this isin passage, distinguished as ne a gift. must be, and 
important as it was in the then state of the church, would be singular. 
Nowasin 1 Cor. 12: 28, γένη γλωσσῶν comes immediately after χυβερνή-- 
σεις, and in v. 10 immediately after διακρίσεις πνευμάτων, so it is natural 
to conclude, that the apostle means to designate the same thing by 
κυβερνήσεις as he does by διακρίσεις πνευμάτων. For as peculiar skill 
and insight would be appropriate and necessary to the discerning of spi- — 
rits, so the qualifications for such a duty may be used to designate the 
persons who are to perform it. Philology allows this; but above all, 
the order, concinnity, and consistency of the apostle’s (dideounss hard: 
seem to render it necessary, or at least quite probable. This being con- 
ceded, it would follow that no argument from κυβερνήσεις can be ad- 
duced, in order to show that 6 προϊστάμενος in Rom. 12: 8 means a ruler 
in the Christian church. 

I am the more satisfied with this view of the subject, as I find it was 
fully embraced by Lightfoot and Vitringa, “ quos [in re critica] facile 
principes nominarem.” See Vitringa, De Vet. Synag. IT. 3. p..507, seq. 

It remains only that I notice one objection more, to the meaning 
which I have assigned to 6 προϊστάμενος. This is, that in 1 Thess. 5: 
12 and 1 Tim. 3: 4, 12, it means governors, overseers of the church; and 
consequently that this is the most probable meaning in Rom. 12: 8. 

_ On this allegation I must be very brief, as I have already put the 
patience of the reader to atrial. In 1 Thess. 5: 12, the apostle s says to 
the church : ‘ Affectionately regard τοὺς κοπιῶντας év ὑμῖν, καὶ προΐστα-- 
μένους ὑμῶν ἐν κυρίῳ, καὶ νουϑετοῦντας ὑμᾶς. The question is, whether 
he means here. different classes of officers; or one and the same class, 
in the exercise of divers gifts. I know of no way in which this ques- 
tion can be definitely and certainly decided. The insertion of the ar- 
ticle before κοπιῶντας (the first participial noun in the series), and the 
omission of it before the other like nouns προϊσταμένους and νουϑετοῦν-- 
tas, will not prove, as has sometimes been assumed, that all belong ta 
one class; nor will it prove the contrary; for (1) The article is usually 
omitted, even where the meaning of the nouns employed is plainly di- 
verse, provided they are of the same gender and case; 6. g. Mark 15: 1, 
μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ γραμματέων (the latter without tay); and so 
Col. 2: 8, 19. 2 Thess. 3: 2. Rom. 1: 20. Phil. 2:17, et saepe alibi; see 
Winer’s Ν. Test. Gramm. § 18: 3—5. (2) The article is often inserted, 
where each noun indicates a separate subject; 6. g. Mark 2: 16, οὗ 
γραμματεῖς καὶ ot φαρισαῖον" so Luke 8: 24. 11: 39. 1 Thess. 3:11. Phil. 
3: 10, et alibi saepe ; comp. Winer ut. sup. Of course, as usage is both 
ways, the omission of the article here can prove nothing. Nor, — 

(2) Will the context.enable us to decide the point under considera- 
tion; as there seems to be nothing in it which has a direct bearing on 
this point. We are left, therefore, to the simple nature of the case. 
What can be gathered fom this ? I answer, (a) That τοὺς κοπιῶντας is 
evidently a generic (not a specific) term, and may indicate any kind of 
labour performed in behalf of the church. (Ὁ) The words προϊσταμέ- 
vous and γουϑετοῦντας appear to be specific here, i.e. to designate par- 
ticular (and probably different) classes of persons. The most probable 
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interpretation then is, that προϊσταμένους and γουϑετοῦντας designate the 
specific classes, comprehended under the genus κοπιῶντας. This being 
admitted, (and certainly no one will say this is an improbable exegesis), 
it would seem altogether probable, that προϊσταμένους here has the like 
sense as in Rom. 12: 8, viz. those who applied themselves to the exter- 
nal temporal business or concerns of the church, while voudstotytas 
designates all the various kinds of teachers. ‘The exhortation of the 
apostle then is, to regard with kindly feelings, those who laboured m 
any respect, whether temporal or spiritual, for the good of the church. 
This determines nothing, therefore, against our interpretation of ὃ προ- 
Ἱστάμενος in Rom. 12: 8. 

From what has now been said, it is easy to explain 1 Tim. 5: 17, 
“Let the elders καλῶς προεστῶτες, managing well [the concerns of the 
church], be accounted worthy of double honour [i. e. of ample mainte- 
nance], specially those who labour in word and doctrine.” There were 
then two kinds of elders, or (to speak more accurately) there were two 
departments in which the πρεσβύτεροι might labour; they might be προ- 
εστῶτες, i.e. standing over, taking care of, serving the temporal con- 
cerns and business, etc., of the church; or they might be specially de- 
voted to preaching and teaching, λόγῳ καὶ διδασκαλίᾳ" or perhaps this 
latter means, that they might perform the duties of a προεστώς, and 
also teach and preach in addition to this. That the government of 
the church, in the ordinary sense of presiding over and making rules for 
the church, is not here meant, at least that it is not necessarily meant, 
seems to me quite plain, from comparing προΐστημι and its derivates in 
other places. Εἰ. g. in this same epistle, 3: 13, deacons are spoken of who 
τέχνων καλῶς προϊστύμενοι καὶ THY ἰδίων οἴκων, manage their own children 
and households well, i. 6. take good care of them; for so v. 13 explains it, 
οἵ γὰρ καλῶς διακονήσαντες = καλῶς προϊστάμενοι. I cannot refrain 
from adding, that this last passage throws great light on what has been 
before said about 6 προϊστάμενος, and serves very much to confirm it. 

So then, προϊστάμενοι and προεστῶτες may mean, the performers of 
any service or services which pertain to the external welfare and man- 
agement of the church. That the πρεσβύτεροι sometimes did such ser- 
vices, is clear from 1 Tim. 5: 17. But that others might perform them, 
is equally clear from Rom. 12: 8. 1 Cor. 12: 28. Rom. 16: 2, ete. 

We can now account for it, that the apostle says, in Rom 12: 8, 
‘Let 6 προϊστάμενος do his duty ἐν σπουδῇ, with diligence, i.e. with 
active, watchful attention and effort.’ But how ἐν σπουδῇ can be appli- 
ed to ruling, in the common sense of this word, has been a difficulty 
which has perplexed not a few, who have undertaken to expound this 
passage. We might exhort a ruler to perform the duties of his office 
with impartiality, with a due regard to justice and equity, ete.; but to ex- 
hort him to govern ἐν σπουδῇ, seems hardly congruous. 

- On the whole, I am brought by a kind of philological necessity to 
the conclusion, that church offices, in the appropriate sense of this word, 
are not designated by 0 μεταδιδούς, ὃ προϊστάμενος, and ὃ ἐλεῶν in Rom. 
12: 8, but that the apostle refers to individuals in the church, conspicu- 
ous for their attention to the duties respectively indicated by these words ; 
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which dageen were, the eivingior money or sustenance, the management 
of the external temporal affairs and business and interests of the church, 
and the succouring of the sick and unfortunate by personal attention 
and effort. 


(9) “H ἀγάπη, ἀνυπόκρετος, let benevolence be sincere. 1 render 
ἀγάπη benevolence here, because it seems to indicate kind feeling 
toward men in general. The love of the brethren is specified in v. 10. 
The apostle here enjoins on Christians, to cherish a sincere and real, 
and not merely a pretended and apparent, feeling of kindness toward 
all men. 

᾿Αποστυγοῦντες, i.e. ἐστε, which would make the Imper.; and 
this the nature of the case evidently demands. So χολλώμενοι, se. 
ἔστε. In the connection in which τὸ πονηρόν and τῷ ἀγαϑῷ here 
stand, the meaning is limited to malice and kindness. So πονηρὸν 
means, even in the classics, malicious, mischievous; and ἀγαϑός is 
the converse of this, kind, benevolent. ‘These two phrases, therefore, 
are merely an epexegesis of ἀγάπη in the preceding clause. 

(10) 7% φιλαδελφίᾳ, εἰς ἀλλήλους φιλόστοργον, in respect to 
brotherly love, kindly affectionate one toward another. Ty φιλαδελ- 
gia is the Dative of relation; i.e. in connection with adjectives or 
verbs, the Dative is used where the question arises, wherein, or in 
respect to what? which for convenience’ sake may be called the 
Dative of relation. So often in the New Testament; e. g. vw dol 
ταῖς ἀκοαῖς, Heb. 5: 11; ἀγνοούμενος τῷ προσώπῳ, Gal. 1:22; so 
Matt. 11: 29. Heb. 12: 3. Eph. 4: 18, et saepe alibi. ὠᾧιλόστοργον 
means affectionate, in such a manner as one is toward his own near 
relatives ; στοργή meaning natural affection. 

Th τιμῇ, ἀλλήλους προηγούμενοι, in respect to honour, antici- 
pating each other; i.e. let each one, in paying the proper tribute of 
respect to others, strive to anticipate his Christian brother. IIgon- 
γέομαι means, to take the lead, to go before, to set the example. 'The 
meaning is, that so far from being averse to pay that respect which 
is due to others, each should strive to excel the other in the perform- 
ance of this duty. Christianity, therefore, is so far from banishing 
all civility and good manners from society, that it enjoins the greatest 
attention to this subject. 

(11) Ty σπουδῇ, μὴ ὀχνηροί, as to diligence, not remiss. Th 
σπουδῇ is evidently the same Dative of relation as before. Sn0vdy 

‘ here seems to be taken in the general sense ; and so the passage ac- 
cords with Ecc. 9: 10: ‘‘ Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it 
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with thy might.” So the next phrase explains the whole expression, 
by presenting the antithesis of it, viz. τῷ πνεύματι ζέοντες, ferventes 
animo, warmly engaged (as we say), fervid, active in serious earnest ; 
comp. Acts 18: 25, where the same expression is used to designate 
the fervid spirit of Apollos——Some apply τῷ πνεύματι here to the 
Divine Spirit ; but I think without any good reason. 

Τῷ κυρίῳ δουλεύοντες, (which Griesbach reads τῷ καιρῷ dov- 


λεύοντες), is supported by the more important testimony of external =~ 


witnesses. Griesbach has rejected it on the ground, that ‘ the less 
usual reading is to be preferred ;’ a ground which, to say the least, 
has many slippery places. Knapp, Morus, Bengel, and Beza, pre- 
serve χυρίῳ, and I think with good reason. I take the whole 
expression to mean, that all our diligence is to be consecrated to 
God, to be made subservient to the cause of Christ. That κυρίῳ 
here means the Lord Christ, the usus loquendi of Paul leaves no good 
room to doubt. Inasmuch as δουλεύω governs the Dative, we need 
not insist here on the Dative of relation. But in fact, all of the Da- 
tives in this whole paragraph are of this nature; so that exactly ren- 
dered it would be, as to the Lord, obedient, engaged in his service. 

(12) 77 ἐλπίδι, χαίροντες, as to hope, joyful; i.e. rejoicing in 
the blessed hope of glory which the gospel inspires ; and this, amid 
all the troubles and sorrows of life.— Tn ϑλίψει, ὑπομένοντες, as to 
affliction, patiently enduring ; i.e. since you are animated with a joy- 
ful hope, you may well be called upon to endure the troubles and 
sorrows of life with patience. Bretschneider, not adverting to the 
fact that all the Datives here are those of relation, has noticed that 
ὑπομένω here governs the Dative, “quod prorsus insolens est,” Lex. 
sub ὑπομένω. It is indeed prorsus insolens ; or rather, it is not at 
all ; for OAdwes is not governed by ὑπομένοντες, and should be sepa- 
rated from it by a comma, like the example above, τῇ φιλαδελφίᾳ,.. 
φιλόστοργοι. This example of τῇ ϑλίψει ὑπομένοντες, I may add, 
sufficiently confirms what is said above, respecting the Dative of 
relation in this whole paragraph. 

Τῇ προσευχῇ προσχαρτεροῦντες, as to prayer, be persevering ; 
i. e. the way to maintain a joyful hope, and to be patient under afllic- ἡ 
tions, is to cherish the spirit of prayer and to live near to God. 
_. (18) Taig... κοινωνοῦντες, in respect to the wants of the saints, 
be communicative; i.e. be ready to impart, be liberal, be free to give. 
With all these participles, ἔστε is implied. While Christians were to 
be kind towards all others, they were to be specially so towards their 
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— of the church.— Tj φιλοξενίαν διώκοντες, readily prac- 
ising hospitality. Here the construction is changed, and the Accu- 
sative after διώκοντες is employed. Comp. 1 Tim. 5: 10. Heb. 
13: 2. 1 Pet. 4: 9. 3 John vs.5—8. Ina particular manner was this 
virtue necessary, in the primitive times, when Christian teachers had 
no regular support, and when the missionaries of the cross were 
labouring to diffuse the knowledge of salvation. 


(14) Evdoysize .... καταρᾶσϑε, bless those who persecute you, 
bless and curse not. Comp. Matt. 5: 44. Luke 6: 28. 
(15) Χαίρειν... .. κλαιόντων, rejoice with those who rejoice, and 


weep with those who weep; i.e. sympathize with your fellow Chris- 
tians, both in joy and grief; shew that you enter with feeling into the 
consideration of their joys and sorrows, so as to be glad when they 
are glad, and sorrowful when they are in heaviness. The Infinitive 
χαίρειν, κλαίειν, stands (as frequently in the Greek classics) for the 
Imperative. Strictly speaking, δεῖ is understood in such cases, 4. d. 
you must rejoice—weep, etc. 

(16) Zo αὐτὸ εἰς ἀλλήλους φρονοῦντες, sc. ἔστε, mutually think 
the same thing, i.e. be agreed in your opinions and views. Whe- 
ther this relates to matters that concerned spiritual or temporal af- 
fairs, the words themselves do not shew; but the nature of the case 
would seem to indicate, that the expression is designed to have a 
general bearing on all their concerns and articles of belief. Origen, 
Theodoret, Chrysostom, and Ambrose, have interpreted the passage 
as meaning : ‘ Enter into each other’s circumstances, in order to see 
how you would yourself feel ;’ and so it parallelizes with the preced- 
ing expression. But the usus loquendi of Paul does not seem to ad- 
mit of this exposition ; comp. 2 Cor. 13: 11. Phil. 2:2; comp. Rom. 
15: 14. Eig ἀλλήλους is not, indeed, the usual mode of expression in 
the New Testament, but ἐν ἀλλήλοις ; comp. Mark 9: 50. John 13: 
35. Rom. 15: 5. But the exchange of εἰς with the Accusative and 
év with the Dative, in the New Testament (and indeed vine roipt ti 
is very frequent. 

My τὰ .... συναπαγόμενοι, mind not high things, but be led 
away by humble ones. So, literally, must I translate the words. The 
sentiment is: ‘Shun pride, and cultivate humility. That ἀλλὰ 
τοῖς ταπείνοις, x. τ. 4.,is the antithesis of ra ὑψηλὰ, x. τ. λ., seems to 
me very obvious. Of course I must construe ταπείνοις as being in 
the neuter gender, as ὑψηλά evidently is. But Koppe, Schleusner, 
and Stolz, construe ταπείνοις as being of the masculine gender, and 
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slg dew sentiment ver the phrase to be: ‘ Suffer νὼ to be 
led away, viz., to the judgment seat of magistrates, with the despised 
Christians.’ Others, viz., Grotius, Limborch, C. Schmidt, ete., con- 
strue it thus: ‘Suffer yourselves to be led away by the humble, i.e. 
conform to them.’ This agrees in sentiment with the above exposi- 
tion; but it has the disadvantage of sacrificing the direct antithesis 
of the words ὑψηλά and taneivors.— Suvanayoucae is commonly used 
in a bad sense, viz. to suffer one’s self to be led away by temptation, 
etc.; see Gal. 2:13. 2Pet. 3:17. But here it seems to have the 
generic sense only, to be led away. Such a sense does Passow as- 
sign to the word, viz. mitfuhren. We may translate ad sensum: Be 
influenced by humble things. 

’ Mn .... ἑαυτοῖς, be not wise in your own conceit; i.e. do not, 
trusting in your own superior skill and understanding, refuse to con- 
fer with others, or to hearken to their suggestions; a subject inti- 
mately connected with the preceding one. 

(17) Mndevi .... ἀποδιδόντες, not rendering evil for evil; 
comp. 1 Pet. 3:9. Matt. 5:43—48. This is, no doubt, one of the 
most difficult of all the precepts which the gospel enjoins ; I mean, 
one which most thwarts our natural inclinations and desires. “ The 
natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit.”— I[govoovmevos 

. ἀνθρώπων, seek after that which is good in the sight ‘of all 
men; i.e. be studiously attentive to those duties, which are com- 
mended by all, and which all therefore admit to be of the highest ob- 
ligation. The expression seems to be taken, with some abridgement, 
from Prov. 3: 4, καὶ προνοοῦ καλὰ ἐνώπιον κυρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπων. 

(18) Δὲ δύνατον .... εἰρηνεύοντες, if it be possible, so far as 
you are able, be at peace with all men. The limitations εἰ δύνατον 
and τὸ ἐξ ὑμῶν, shew that the apostle did not deem this possible in 
all cases; and beyond all question it is not. The world hate the 
truths of the gospel, and will be at enmity with those who boldly and 
faithfully urge them on their consciences. Apostles and martyrs did 
thus urge them; and their sufferings prove the truth of what has now 
been alleged.— 70 ἐξ ὑμῶν, i.e. κατὰ τὸ ἐξ ὑμῶν. “EE is used here 
in the sense of belonging to. ‘The whole phrase means, in propor- 
tion to that which belongs to you, i.e. according to your ability; like 
the French votre possible. 

(19) Μὴ ἑαυτοὺς «.. . ὀργῇ» avenge not yourselves, beloved, bit 
με πα to [divine] indignation. Acdovas τόπον means to allow, 
to give place to (as we say in English). So Eph. 4: 27, μὴ δίδοτε 
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τῦπον τῷ διαβόλῳ, give no place to the pag and Luke 14: 9, 
Ag τούτῳ τόπον, resign your place to this person, or make room for 
him. Josephus (Antiq. xvi. τι. §6) says: τῷ ἐνδοιασμῷ τόπον δι- 
δόναι, to give place to doubt; Plutarch says: δεῖ δὲ μήτε παίζοντας 
αὐτῇ [ὀργῇ] διδόναι τόπον, we must, without jesting, give place to it 
[anger], De Ira cohibenda, chap. 14; and Marcus Antoninus says: 
χώραν διδόναν ὀδυρμοίς, to give place to weeping, Lib. ut. 6. The 
meaning above given to δότε τύπον τῇ ὀργῇ, thus plainly according 
with the usual sense of the phrase δούναν τόπον, is rendered nearly 
certain by the quotation which immediately follows : ᾿Μμοὶ x, τ. A, 
This quotation would be wholly inapposite, if we suppose that ὀργῇ 
here means the wrath of our enemy, and δότε τόπον to mean, go out 
of the way of, get out of the way of, etc., as Pelagius, Ambrose, 
Basil, Schoettgen, Ammon and others have done. In Rabbinic He- 
brew, it is true indeed, that Dip” jn2 (give place) means to go out 
of the way of ; but we need not resort to Hebrew idiom here. 

Another method of interpreting 0977, is, to assign to it the mean- 
ing, one’s own indignation, and then to construe δότε τόπον as mean- 
ing spatium date, i.e. put off, defer. The sense of this would be 
good; and Wisd. 12: 20 would help to justify the usus loguendi ; but 
the want of congruity with what follows, would be a decisive objec- 
tion against this exegesis here. 

We come to the full conciusion, then, that the sentiment of doze 
τύπον τῇ Ooy7 here is: ‘Give up the retribution of yourself for evil 
done to you; leave your enemy to the righteous displeasure of God ; 
seek not to avenge yourselves, for this belongs not to you, but to God.’ 
So the sequel : Ὶ ᾿ 

᾿Μμοὶ... κύριος, retribution is mine, I will make it, saith the 
Lord; or, vengeance is mine, I will render it, saith the Lord. The 
passage is taken from Deut. 32:35, Dw Ὁ OR? %. ͵έγει κύριος 
are the apogie’ s own words, for they are not in the Hebrew. ‘The 
meaning is: ‘God will render righteous judgment or retribution for 
acts of wickedness; Christians are not to claim for themselves the 
doing of that which it is his sovereign prerogative to do.’ 

(20) “Lav ovv.... αὐτόν, if thine enemy hunger, feed him; if 
he thirst, give him drink. Food and drink here stand as a part for 
the whole, and signify our obligation to meet an enemy with benefi- 
cence or kindness. The meaning is: ‘ Do good to thine enemy, in- 
stead of evil; shew him kindness, instead of taking revenge.’ 

 Tovro yao... . αὐτοῦ, for in so doing, thou shalt heap coals of 


ail 


480 CONTENTS OF ROM. 13: 1—14. 





fire on his head. This is quoted from Prov. 25: 21, 22. In Ps. 18: 
8, 12, 13, DXA, coals of fire are emblematical of consuming or 
destruction. 'The Arabians say, he roasted my heart, or he kindled a 
Jire in my heart, to designate the idea of giving or inflicting pain. 
So in 4 Ezra, 16:54, “Coals of fire shall burn on the head of him, 
who denies that he has sinned against God.” There can be no doubt, 
then, that pain is meant to be designated by this expression. But is 
it the pain of shame or contrition for misconduct, or that of punish- 
ment? More probably the former here; for so v. 21 would almost ne- 
cessarily lead us to conclude. It is a noble sentiment when thus un- 
derstood. ‘Take not revenge,’ says the apostle: ‘overcome your ad- 
versary with kindness and beneficence. These will bring him to 
shame and sorrow for his misconduct.’ 

(21) My νικῶ... τὸ κακόν, be not overcome by evil, but over- 
come evil with good; i.e. be not led to the indulgence of a spirit of 
revenge on account of injuries; but subdue the evil temper which 
leads to the infliction of injury, by beneficence and kindness. 


CHAP. XIII. 1—14. 


At the time when Paul wrote this epistle, the civil power was every where 
in the hands of heathen men, who were idolaters and polytheists. In Pales- 
tine, there was indeed, a partial commitment of power to the hands of Jews; 
but this was principally of an ecclesiastical nature, and the Romans uniformly 
reserved to themselves the right of confirming or reversing any sentence, 

* which should affect the life or liberty of their subjects. In general, the heathen 
magistracy were hostile to Christianity ; although the Roman civil power, as 
such, had not begun to persecute Christians when the epistle to the Romans 
was written, or even to tolerate persecution inothers. But the civil magis- 
trates of the Romans, who were polytheists and idolaters, could not but look 
with indignation or scorn on those who denied the religio licita of the empire, 
and who without hesitation condemned all religion but their own as false and 
injurious. There were some superstitious men, moreover, among these magis- 
trates; and there were multitudes of superstitious priests, who were peculiarly 
hostile to Christianity, and who urged the common people, and magistrates 
also, to testify their displeasure against it. Gradually this feeling ripened 
towards development; until at last, under Nero, it burst forth like a volcano, 
and chp before its fiery streams all the disciples of Jesus who were within its 
reach. 

On the other hand, the Jews, before they were converted to Christianity, 
looked on their masters, the Romans, with such feelings as a sense of oppres- 
sion and injured dignity and rights trampled on always inspire. As the chosen © 
people of God, they considered themselves entitled to preéminence above the 
nations of the earth. They looked down, with scorn and hatred, upon the 
worshippers of stocks and stones, the 6°43 whom they had been uniformly | 
instructed to abhor. The idea that the Romans claimed the right to dispose of 
their persons and property, was insufferable. They fortified themselves in this 
opinion, by an appeal to Deut. 17: 15: “ Thou shalt in any wise set him king 
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over thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose ; one from among thy breth- 
ren shalt thou set king over thee; thou mayest not set a stranger over thee, 
who is not thy brother.’ Willing subjection to the Romans, then, was in 
their view disobedience to this injunction of Moses. Hence nothing but the 
fear of immediate and summary punishment restrained them, for many years, 
from rising up against the Roman power in Palestine; and even in other 
countries, where they were numerous, they made no small tumult, whenever 
occasion offered. 

When individuals passed over from the Jewish community to that of the 
Christians, they could not, or did not, divest themselves at once of all these 
feelings and views. Christianity introduced them to a new citizenship, new 
rights, new privileges, new spiritual rulers, new fellow-citizens. Could they 
then have any regard for heathen citizenship? It was natural to ask this 
question ; and above all, it was easy to do so, since the heathen magistracy 
were well known to be hostile in their feelings toward Christians, and since, 
as to some things, Christians were required to yield up life rather than to obey 
the civil magistrate. 

It is easy to see that while things stood thus, there was great danger that 
private Christians, instigated by their own private views of heathen supersti- 
tion, and by a sense of duty in some cases where they were called upon to re- 
nounce obedience to the magistrate, would be exposed to judge wrongly, and to 
go too far in justifying a principle of insubordination to the civil power. Paul 
felt a deep solicitude in regard to this subject, which was evidently encom- 
passed with many difficulties. For on the one hand, it was clear that in some 
eases life itself was to be sacrificed, rather than to obey the civil power; and 
the apostle himself was a most eminent pattern of high and holy independence, 
in cases of this nature. On the other, private invividuals, with all their 
prejudices and scorn of heathenism, might greatly abuse the proper liberty of 
a Christian, and extend it to things to which Christianity did not allow them 
to extend it. 

That there was a disposition to do so among the Christians at Rome, seems 
evident from the tenor of chap. x11. The cautions here are salutary for the 
church in all ages; but they were peculiarly needed in the age of the apostles. 

I would add only, that the extension of the principles enjoined by chap. 
X111.,so as to make them imply implicit subjection to the magistrate in cases of 
a moral nature, where he enjoins what God has plainly forbidden, would be a 
gross violation of the true principles of Christianity, which demands of us in 
all such cases, ‘‘to obey God rather than man.” The apostle himself was a 
most eminent example of exception to such a sweeping general principle of 
civil obedience. It is only when magistrates keep within the hounds of moral 
prescription, that obedience isa duty. So long as they do so, it is better for 
Christians, who live under despotic governments such as the Roman was, to 
. submit even when they suffer oppression, than to revolt and be seditious. 
Under an elective government like our own, it is their duty to assist in dis- 
placing wicked rulers, and to do this quietly and orderly, in the way which 
the law has pointed out. But under such a government as the Roman, where 
the citizen has no elective franchise, there is no remedy, (after appeal to the 
reason of the magistrate, such as Justin, Tertullian, and others made), but to 
suffer, in case of oppression, committing our cause to God, and appealing to 
him to vindicate the oppressed. 

Nothing can be plainer, than that the swbjection urged in chap. x111., cannot 
be extended to cases where the commission of a mora/ evil is demanded. But 
with the exception of this, the principles here enjoined are altogether of such 
a nature as our holy religion demands. Certainly these do not demand, that 
we should neglect any remedy for evils of a civil nature, which is proper. By 
no means ; we are bound to make use of the proper remedy, if in our power, 
by a regard to the public good. But where the government is despotic, and 
pi has is no remedy but rebellion, and this may be a hazardous and bloody 
measure, it is better to suffer, than to excite tumult. So thought Paul, comp. 
Tit. 3: 1; and so did Peter teach, 1 Pet. 2: 13,17. But let not the advocates 
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of despotic power urge subjection in cases where the gospel will not allow it, 
under cover of the general expressions here used. Every precept of this na- 
ture is to be interpreted, with a proper regard to the time and circumstances in 
which it was uttered. What these were in the case before us, we have seen. 
What the example of the apostle and the Saviour himself was, we know. We 
know too, that Christianity in its very nature, is love to God and man ; that it 
makes all men a brotherhood ; it places them on the same ground as to rights. 
and privileges; it pays real deference to moral worth, and to this only. It 
acknowledges no right in one to oppress another ; admits of no “ Jew or Greek, 
Barbarian or Scythian, bond or free ;”’ for it teaches that “ all are one in Christ 
Jesus.” It teaches true equality of rights, true spiritual and civil freedom. It 
does not, indeed, abolish all distinctions among men ; nor does it abolish civil 
governments. Far from this; but then it decides, in its very nature, that all 
governments, and all civil orders and distinctions, should be only for the pub- 
lic good. It admits no divine right of one man to be lord over another; it is at 
open and eternal war with all the mere claims of birth, and pride, and oppres- 
sion. The universal good, the equal rights, the peaceful state of man, is the 
object. at which it aims; and whatever is incompatible with these, is incompat- 
ible with the fundamental principles of the great ‘‘ law of liberty and love.” 

But all this may be allowed, (and contradicted it cannot be with reason), 
and yet it may be true at the same time, that Christians, situated as the Ro- 
mans were in Paul’s time, are required to yield peaceful submission to magis- 
trates, whether Christian or heathen, inal] things where the command of God 
does not directly forbid it. What the world ought to be, what it would be if 
all men were Christians indeed, is one thing; what the world is, and what is 
the present duty of Christians in such circumstances, is another and different 
thing. 

Ὡ a word, the spirit of the precepts in Rom. x11. is to be regarded as a rule 
for all ages and nations, so long as circumstances shall be like those which 
then existed. And even when these circumstances alter, and magistrates be- 
come really Christian, it must then be true in a still more eminent degree, that 
quiet and peaceful obedience in all lawful things, will be a duty. 


" 


(1) Πᾶσα... .. ὑποτασσέσϑω, let every soul be subject to the su- 
“ preme magistracies. Πᾶσα ψυχή is Hebraism, like w937b> , every 
one, each one :— Ὑπερεχούσαις means, pre-eminent, supreme ; i.e. in 
this case, the Roman magistracy or imperial sway. 

Ov yao....isiv, for there is no magistracy, unless by divine per- 
mission; and the existing [magistracies| are of G'od’s appointment. 
The apostle intends, by this, to reconcile Christians to the idea of 
civil obedience, on the ground that obeying the magistrate is in ac- 
cordance with the command of God. All magistrates are by his per- 
mission; and even when they are oppressive, the Christian is bound 
to regard them, (so he should regard other evils), as existing by di- 
vine permission, and to bow submissive in all cases where disobedi- 
ence to God is not demanded by them. Such a view of the subject 
is greatly adapted to satisfy the mind of a Christian, when he feels 
galled with the yoke of oppression. ‘“‘ The powers that be are or- 
dained of God,” i.e. they exist by the wise and holy arrangements of 
his providence, even when they are oppressive ; and like other evils 
in the world, they should be submitted to on the same ground as that 
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which we take, when we urge acquiescence in the afllictive dispensa- 
tions of an overruling Power. 

(2) “Qore.... ἀνθέστηκεν, so that he who resists the magistra- 

cy, resists the conmandment of God. The reason of this is, that as 
God has required obedience to the magistrate (in the sense before 
stated), so he who refuses to yield this, is disobedient to the divine 
command. 
+ Οἱ 08... . λήψονται, and they who resist, shall receive punish- 
ment for themselves. Koivo is often used in the sense of punish- 
ment; e.g. Rom. 3: 8. 1 Cor. 11: 29. Gal. 5: 10. 1 Tim. 5: 12, et 
alibi.— Lavroig is here the Dativus incommodi, as the grammarians 
say: see Winer’s Grammar, § 31. 2. edit.3. ‘The meaning is, that 
those who are seditious, i.e. make resistance against the civil gov- 
ernment, will be brought to punishment, and that deservedly. 

(3) Οἱ yao... . κακῶν, for rulers are not a terror to good works, 
but to evil. ‘This clause shows what sort of rulers Paul expected 
Christians to obey, and how far obedience was a duty, viz. such 
rulers as protect the good, and repress the evil; and while they do 
this, there can be no question as to the duty of obeying them. But 
suppose the reverse, i.e. suppose that they protect evil doings, and 
forbid good works; then Paul’s own conduct shews what other Chris- 
tians ought to do.—@vfog here is abstract for concrete, i.e. φόβος 
for φοβεροί. 


Θέλεις 02... . ἐξουσίαν; and wilt thou not fear the magistracy 7 
That is, since the ruler is terrible to evil doers, wilt thou not be 
afraid to do evil?—7o ayadov.... αὐτῆς, do good, and thou shalt 


have praise for it ; i.e. yield obedience to the civil power, and you 
shall obtain from it the commendation of being a peaceful and obedi- 
ent citizen. , 
(4) Θεοῦ yao.... ἀγαϑὸν, for it is an instrument in the hands 
of God, to promote thy good. That is, civil government is of divine 
appointment, and it is designed to be an instrument of good to those 
who do well. oi εἰς τὸ ayaddv, for thy good, where oot is the 
Dativus commodi. 
οὐ χανδὲ. ... φοβοῦ, but if thou doest evil, fear; i.e. if thou 
art refractory and disobedient to the civil magistracy, thou hast rea- 
son to fear the consequences.—Ou yao .... πράσσοντε, for he bear- 
eth the sword not in vain; but he is God’s minister, punishing the 
evil-doer, The sword is here the emblem of punishment. Θεοῦ διά- 
κονος, @ minister or instrument of God’s appointment, or one whom 
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his providence has raised up or permitted to exist. “Hxdexog εἰς ὁρ- 
ynv, exercens judicium ad poenam, judging, condemning to punish- 
ment.— Tw πράσσοντε, the Dative of “the person ¢o or for whom any 
thing is, or is done.” 

(5) Aco... . συνείδησιν, therefore we ought to yield subjection, 
not only because of punishment, but also for conscience’ sake; i.e. 
we should do our duty not merely in order to shun the evils of a dif 
ferent course, but we ought to do it from a conscientious regard to 
the obligation under which we are. 

(6) Διὰ τοῦτο... τελεῖτε, on this account, we should also pay 
tribute. dua τοῦτο, i.e. for the sake of conscience, as well as to 
avoid civil penalties. Jo tllustrantis, standing in a clause added 
for the sake of further illustrating and confirming the subject under 
consideration. Aai, also, denoting not only an additional cireum- 
stance, but also being affirmative, καὶ φόρους τελεῖτε, ye should even 
pay tribute, or ye should pay tribute as well as yield obedience in 
other things. 

Asitovoyol .... προσκαρτεροῦντες, for they are ministers of 
God, who attend to this matter; i.e. they are God’s ministers or in- 
struments, in the same sense as the magistracy above mentioned. 
God who has ordained that there should be a civil magistracy, has 
also ordained, as a means of supporting it, that there should be éri- 
bute, custom, taxes. Let the Christian pay these cheerfully ; and even 
when they are oppressive, let him submit on the same ground as he 
does to other evils, i.e. until a proper and lawful remedy for them 
can be found. 

(7) ᾿“πόδοτε x. τ. λ., render to all men what is due on the ground 
of these precepts.— ϑόρον means properly, a taz, either on persons, 
or on land; or rather, in the present case, both of these together. 
Τέλος answers to our present term custom, i. e. a tax on goods, wares, 
merchandize, etc. In respect to φόβον, comp. v. 4 above. The 
meaning of the apostle is, that we should stand in awe of those who 
wear the sword of civil justice, viz. that we should fear them in such 
a sense as to deter us from sedition and civil disobedience. Thuy 
commonly means, the respect which one pays to his equals in rank. 
But here it means the respect to be paid to the magistracy ; Dain: 
1 Pet. 2: 17, τὸν βασιλέα τιμᾶτε. 
ο΄ (8) From these precepts with respect to magistrates, and the ren- 
dering to them of what is due on the ground of our civil obligations, 
the apostle makes an easy transition to our duty in general with respect 
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to the subject of debts. Mydevi ... ἀγαπᾷν, owe no man any thing, ex- 
cept to love one another ; i.e. scrupulously pay off all debts, of whatever 
nature, and to whomsoever they may be due; except, as I may say, 
the debt of love, which is such that it can never be paid off, for it will 
always remain due, however much may be paid in the discharge of it. 
An animated and very expressive description of the extent to which 
the obligation of benevolence reaches! A debt of this nature is not 
like a pecuniary one, which by the payment of a certain sum is fully 
and finally extinguished. The debt of love is only renewed by pay- 
ments ever so ample. In its own nature it is inextinguishable ; for, 
as Augustine says: Nec cum redditur amittitur, sed potius reddendo 
multiplicatur ; Ep. 62, ad Coelest. 

Ὁ γὰρ ayanwy.... πεπλήρωκε, for he who loves another, fulfils 
the law. Ty illustrantis, i. 6. it stands here in a clause designed to 
shew that the debt of love is one which is always due. But how does 
the apostle intend to illustrate this? The answer is, by shewing that 
the law of God demands love to our neighbour ; and this is admitted 
to be of perpetual obligation; consequently the duty which it de- 
mands, must also be perpetual. 

(9) He proceeds to shew, that the sum of the moral law is con- 
tained in the precept éo love our neighbour. 

10 γάρ introduces the proof, from the law, of the position which he 
had just laid down. Jug therefore is prefixed here to a clause illus- 
trative of the one which immediately precedes; as it stands in the 
preceding clause, because it is illustrative of another which goes be- 
fore it. The zo here is the article prefixed before a quotation or cita- 
tion, introduced as such; comp. Luke 9: 46, τὸ, τίς ἂν εἴη μείζων 
αὐτῶν" Luke 22: 2, ro, πῶς ἂν ἕλωσιν αὐτόν. See also Acts 4: 21. 
22: 30. 27: 4, 9. Luke 1: 62. 1 Cor. 4: 6. Rom. 8: 26. 1 Thess. 4: 
1. Mark 9: 23. Gal. 4: 25, τὸ yao” Ayao Siva ὄρος ἐστί, for the or 
this Hagar means mount Sinai. See Winer’s Gramm. § 20. 3. edit. 3. 

Ov μοιχεύσεις x. t.4. All these commands proceed from the law 
of love. By committing any one of the crimes here named, a man 
sins against the good of his neighbour, and therefore against the pre- 
cept which requires him to love his neighbour as himself. —Ou wev- 
δομαρτυρήσεις is of doubtful authority, or rather, it is probably 
adjectitious. It is not important to the general meaning of the pas- 
sage, whether it be inserted or omitted.— Xai εἴ τίς is not meant to 
express a doubt whether there be any other commandment, but only 
to say: ‘ Whatever other commandment there may be,’ viz. whatever 
command respecting our relative duties. 
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’ Ev τούτῳ τῷ λόγῳ, in this saying or declaration.— Ev τῷ, viz. 

ἐν τῷ λόγῳ, i.e. in the declaration which follows.— Ayanjoes 
κ. τ. λ. seems to be quoted from Lev. 19: 18, 5}72> 32> Haas, 
thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. In this one sentence, the 
apostle affirms the whole essence of the moral law to be contained ; 
and it is indeed so. Suppose now that every man on earth, really 
and truly and as highly, regarded his neighbour’s happiness as his 
own; all injustice, fraud, oppression, and injury of every kind, would 
at once cease, and a universal fulfilment of our obligation to others 
would be the consequence.— Πλήσεον is itself an adverb; but it is 
here employed as an indeclinable noun in the Acc. case, and having 
ihe masc. article before it. So the Greeks frequently employ adverbs. 

(10) 112 ayann....% ἀγάπη, love worketh no ill to its neigh- 
bour ; love then is the fulfilling of the law. That is, he who loves 
his neighbour as himself, will designedly do him no harm or injury. 
Πλήρωμα seems here to be of the same meaning as πλήρωσις᾽ and 
so in Gal. 4:4. Eph. 1: 10. So Philo de Abr. p. 387, πλήρωμα τοῦ 
χρόνου" so πλήρωσις τῶν ἡμέρων, Ezek. 5:2. Dan. 10:3. The 
fulfilling of the law is the completing what the law demands, the 
filling up the measure of its requisitions. 'The meaning plainly is, 
the fulfilling of the law which has respect to our relative duties; 
comp. Gal. 5: 14. James 2: 8. Matt. 22: 39, 40. 1 Tim. 1:5. What 
the apostle designs to teach, is: ‘Love, such as the law demands, 
will lead us always to seek our neighbour’s good, and soto be always 
paying the debt of benevolence, yet never paying it off.’ 

(11) Kai τοῦτος, i.e. καὶ τοῦτο ποιεῖτε, do this, viz. all which 
he had been exhorting them to do. ai τοῦτο is explained by The- 
odoret as meaning, καὶ μάλιστα᾽ which gives the sense very well. 

Eidores τὸν καιρὸν, considering the time, or taking cognizance of 
the time; comp. ἤδειν in Acts 23: 5. Kavoov I understand to mean, 
the gospel-time which had already come. The apostle considers the 
commencement of this, which had already taken place, as the begin- 
ning of a glorious day, the dawning of the Sun of righteousness with 
healing in his beams. A state of sin and ignorance, is a state of 
darkness ; and out of such a state Christians are brought, that they 

may see the light; comp. Eph. 5: 8, 11. John 3: 19—21, 1 Pet. 2:9. 

Ὅτι Mou... . ἐπιστεύσαμεν, that it is now time to awake out of 
sleep, for now is our salvation nearer than when we believed. That. 
is, the commencement of the Christian dispensation, and the begin- 
ning of light in your own souls, call for corresponding efforts and 


7 
the 


¥ 
ROMANS 19: 11. ‘coll 





δδηνιν: The image wet awaking out of sleep is often ‘ised: in ΤᾺ ἴο 
designate the rousing up from a state of comparative inaction, to one 
of strenuous effort; comp. Eph. 5: 14. 1 Cor. 15:34. 1 Thess. 5: 6. 

But what is the σωτηρία, which is nearer than when Christians at 
Rome first believed 1 Tholuck, and most of the late commentators 
in Germany, suppose that the apostle expected the speedy advent of 
Christ upon earth a second time, when the day of glory to the church 
would commence. Accordingly, they represent him, here and else- 
where, as exhorting Christians to be on the alert, constantly expect- 
ing the approach of such a day. In support of this view, Tholuck 
appeals to Phil. 4: 5. 1 Thess. 5: 2, 6. Rev. 22:12. Such views, 
and such a mode of representation, seem at present to be widely dif- 
fused in Germany, and to be held even by those who are strenuous 
defenders of the inspiration of the apostles. But how the words of 
the apostles, when thus construed, can be made consistent with them- 
selves, (not to speak of other difficulties arising from the consideration 
that they were inspired), is more than I am able to see. The very 
passage referred to, in the first epistle to the church at Thessalonica, 
was understood by the Thessalonians in the same manner as Tholuck 
and others understand it; but this interpretation was formally and 
strenuously corrected in 2 Thess. 1. Is it not enough that Paul has 
explained his own words? Who can safely venture to give them a 
meaning different from what he gives?—Then as to Rev. 22: 12; 
how is it possible, that the writer, who had just made an end of pre- 
dicting a long series of events, that should happen before the day of 
glory, one of which is to occupy a thousand years, can be supposed 
to have believed that all this was to take place during that very gene- 
ration in which he lived? , 

I only add here, (for this is not the place to enter into a long dis- 
cussion), that it is incredible that the apostles, if enlightened by su- 
pernatural influence, should not have been taught better than to lead 
the whole Christian church to a vain and false hope about the ap- 
pearance of Christ; which, when frustrated by time and experience, 
would lead of course to general distrust in all their declarations and 
hopes. — As the usus loquendi does not demand such an exegesis, 
(see in Flattii Opuscula, Diss. de παρουσίᾳ κυρίου); as the nature 
of the apostle’s knowledge and mission does not allow it; and as 
Paul has expressly contradicted it in 2 Thes. τι. ; so I cannot admit 
it here, without obtaining different views from those which I am now 
constrained to entertain. 
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I must, therefore, refer σωτηρία to the spiritual salvation which 
believers were to experience, when transferred to the world of ever- 
lasting light and glory. And so construed, the exhortation of Paul 
amounts to this: ‘Christian Brethren, we have been brought out of 
darkness into marvellous light; let us act in a manner that corres- 
ponds with our condition. We are hastening to our retribution ; 
every day brings us nearer to it; and in prospect of the reward which 
now almost appears in sight, as we approach the goal of human life, 
let us act with renewed effort as duty requires.’ So Chrysostom. 

| (12) Ἃ vs... . ἤγγικε, the night is advanced, the day is at 
hand; a repetition of a part of the idea contained in the preceding 
verse. Nvé is the time of ignorance and darkness in which they 
had once been. The apostle says: ‘This is nearly gone,’ i. e. they 
had now come as it were to the confines of eternal day, or of a more 
perfect knowledge of divine things. It behoved them, therefore, to 
rouse up all their energies, and to act in a manner congruous with 
their condition and obligations. 

᾿Αποϑώμεϑα.... φωτὸς, let us put away then the works of 
darkness, and put on the armour of light ; i. 6. let us reject such things 
as we were accustomed to do while in a state of darkness; and let 
us arise to combat all our spiritual foes, by girding on the armour of 
light, that is, by living and acting in such a manner as becomes those 
who are the sons of light. 

(18) “23... . περιπατήσωμεν, let us walk in a becoming man- 
ner, as by day; 1. 6. let us live as it becomes those who enjoy the light, 
to. whom the path of duty is made plain, and on whom the eyes of 
men are fixed in order to watch their demeanor. Let us carefully 
guard against their being able to discern in us any matter of reproach. 

My κώμοις .... ζήλῳ, not in revelling and drunkenness, not in 
chambering and wantonness, not in strife and bitter envy. 'The apos- 
tle here mentions some of those sins, which were most usually com- 
mitted during the night season. 

(14) eee Χριστόν, but put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ ; i.e. 
imitate him, which is the usual sense of the Greek ἐνδύσασϑαί teva: 
or perhaps it here means, like the Hebrew w2>, to be filled with, and 
so the idea is: Be filled with a Christian spirit, abound in it; “‘let 
Christ dwell in you richly.” —Kel τῆς σαρκὸς... ἐπυϑυμίας, and 

make no provision for the flesh, in respect to its lusts. Ing σαρκὸς 
πρόνοιαν means, provision for the sake of the flesh, i.e. in order to 
gratify its lusts, as εἰς ἐπυϑυμίας explains it. Such a latitude in re- 


CONTENTS OF ROM. 14: 1—23. 489 








gard to the use of the Genitive is illustrated by many examples in 
Winer’s Gramm. ᾧ 30.2. So Rom. 8: 32, πρόβατα σφαγῆς, sheep 


destined for the slaughter ; comp. Phil. 1: 22. John. 5: 29. 7: 85. 
Matt. 4: 15. 10: 5, ete. 





CHAP. XIV. 1—23. 


The apostle having given so many precepts for the sake of caution and 
restraint upon the Jewish part of the church.at Rome, (on whom he doubtless 
had his eye when he was writing chap. x11.), he now turns to the Gentile 
part,and gives them some salutary cautions with respect to their demea- 
nor towards their Jewish brethren. The Jews, at this time, cherished a deep 
abhorrence of idolatry ; and every thing which pertained to idol-worship they 
avoided with great solicitude. [Ὁ is no wonder, therefore, that we find among 
them, even when transplanted into the Christian church, men who abstained 
from all flesh, lest they should eat that which had been offered to idols. It is 
to be remembered, that (holocausts excepted) only a part of the flesh of slain 
beasts was consumed by fire; the rest was reserved for the priest, or the offerer, 
and frequently came to the market for sale. Now aman who ate meats with- 
out distinction, that had been obtained at the market, might eat that which had 
been offered to idols. The Jew shuddered at this, lest he should be defiled ; 
and the Christian Jew could not, at once, divest himself of such a feeling. 

Clement of Alexandria and Augustine, however, interpret the chapter be- 
fore us as having reference only to scrupulousness about meat that had actually 
been offered to idols, and not meat in general. But v. 2 seems to make against 
this opinion. Accordingly, Chrysostom, Origen, Theodoret, Jerome, and 
most modern commentators suppose, that the scrupulousness in question ex- 
tended to all kinds of meat, or at least to all which was sold in the public mar- 
kets. A comparison of the present chapter with 1 Cor. vi11., would seem to 
afford confirmation of this opinion. It would also seem to establish the idea, 
that the scruples in question (about the eating of meat) arose from the circum- 
stance, that meats which had been presented at the temples of idols, often 
came into the markets for sale (1 Cor. 10: 25—28), and in consequence of this, 
it was so difficult to distinguish lawful meats from unlawful ones, that it was a 
duty rather to forego the use of meats, than to incur the danger of eating those 

/ which were polluted. 

In regard to this last point, however, no less critics than Koppe and Eich- 
horn have maintained, that the Christians whom Paul has in view here, were 
a species of Essenes, such as the Greeks called ἀσκῆται, ascetics, i.e. those 
who practised peculiar self-denial as to food and drink, and subjected them- 
selves to various penances and mortifications of the flesh, in order that they 
might attain to a more pure and elevated state of devotion and piety. That a 
sect of this nature, viz. the Essenes, existed among the Jews at this time, is 
well known from the testimonies of Philo and Josephus. But besides the 
Essenes, there were others among the Jews who practised abstinence from 
meat. Josephus speaks of one Banus who lived in solitude on fruits and 
plants, and with whom he spent three years, living in the like manner. So 
also he mentions priests, who were accused of some slight fault in regard to 
the Roman government in Judea and were sent to Rome for trial, who lived on 

figsand nuts, Vita Josephi, ὃ ὃ 2.3. There were also, among the Greeks, many 
Pythagoreans of the newly reviving school of this philosopher, who pursued a 
like course of life with regard to food. Similar to these classes of men, in 
respect to their mode of sustenance, are some Christians mentioned by Origen 
(cont. Celsum, V. 48), who lived in his time. Soin Canones Apostol. (L.), the 
like class of men is mentioned. 
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But although it is plain that there were classes of men, at the time when 
the apostle wrote, who practised the ascetic mode of life which Rom. xiv. con- 
templates; yet it does not seem probable that such ascetics as have just been 
mentioned, were the ones whom the apostle here intends to describe. Every 
one who reads the history of ascetics of this class, knows, that in every country 
where they have made their appearance, they have usually obtained for them- 
selves great credit and influence, on the ground of their supposed extraordinary 
sanctity. As was very natural, they took to themselves great credit on this 
account, and looked down with pity or contempt on those, who declined to 
pursue the course of self-denial which they had adopted. Of course, we should 
expect the apostle, if he were here addressing men of this class, to attack their 
pride and vain glory, as he does very strenuously in Col. 2: 21—23. But in- 
stead of this, we find the ascetic party here to be the one which needs defending. 
It is the others who look down with contempt or disrespect on them, and who 
are prone to treat them with some degree of scorn or neglect on account of 
their weakness or superstition ; and therefore the apostle chides the others, and 
exhorts them to a different demeanor. It is more probable, then, that the whole 
difficulty in question was one which arose from Jewish scruples about meats 
and drinks offered to idols, in which the Jewish Christians believed that they 
could not partake, except at the expense of associating themselves with the 
worshippers of idols and becoming polluted. 

This is satisfactorily confirmed by v. 5, which speaks of the distinction that 
these same persons made between days, out of respect to the laws of Moses 
and the customs of the Jews; comp. Col. 2: 16. We cannot reasonably doubt, 
therefore, that the apostle is here speaking of such Jewish Christians, as still 
cherished the feelings and views which they had entertained before their con- 
version, in regard to the distinction of meats and drinks, and the observance 
of fast and feast days. The Gentile part of the church would naturally feel 
no scruple in respect to such matters ; and it would not be unnatural for them 
to look at first with wonder, and afterwards with disdain, on the scrupulous- 
ness of their Jewish brethren respecting such external ordinances. It is easy 
to see, that the peace of the church would thus become endangered. And in 
order to prevent this, the apostle throws his shield over his brethren in a 
weaker state of belief, and insists upon it that others shall deal very tenderly 
and affectionately with scruples of such a nature, and not condemn or despise 
those who entertained them. This he could insist on with the more urgency, 
because their scruples were of a conscientious and sober nature, and not mere 
whims of superstition. Accordingly, the present chapter gives precepts and 
principles in regard to things of this nature, which must be of great value to 
the church of Christ, down to the end of time; and on this account, we can 
aver, in one sense, that we rejoice in the occasion which called forth the ex- 
pression of such views and feelings on.the part of Paul. The whole constitutes 
a rule of life in regard to weaker Christian brethren, and with regard to food, 
drink, manner of living, and observance of fasts and feasts of an extraordinary 
nature, which is a very important guide to scrupulous and tender consciences. 


(1) Zov.... πέστει, him that is weak in his belief; i.e. him who 
is not yet fully convinced or enlightened in regard to the true extent 
of Christian liberty, which pays little regard to ordinances of a mere 
external and physical nature. The article τῇ here is equivalent to 
the pronoun his; which is often the case elsewhere ; or 77 may be 
construed as referring to Christian belief or persuasion. ITioreg 
does not here mean saving faith, faith in God, in an appropriate and 
peculiar sense; but 6elief or persuasion in the more general sense of 
that term ; comp. 1 Cor. 8: 11, 12.— Προσλαμβάνεσϑε, receive with 
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kindness, admit to your πῶμα or sfoniailahis so the verb προσλαμ- 
βάνομαιν is used in the New Testament. It means literally to take 
to one’s self; and so it is applied to taking a companion, Acts 17: 5; 
to receiving into one’s house asa guest or a friend, Acts 18: 26. 28; 
2. Philem. vs. 12,17. Hence, in a sense somewhat more general, 
to receive kindly; comp. Rom. 14: 3. 15:7. Calov objects here 
against his Lutheran brethren, for employing this text to prove that 
Calvinists should be treated with lenity. He says that 2 John v. 10 
is the proper rule to be applied to them! 

My εἰς διακρίσεις διαλογισμῶν, not so as to increase his scru- 
ples of conscience, or his doubting thoughts; i.e. do not take such a 
course with him, as will offend and wound his tender conscience, and 
be a stumbling block to him; do not make him so revolt from your 
belief, by shewing contempt of his, as will involve him in still more 
doubt and difficulty. So I understand this difficult phrase. ea- 
κρίσεις, scruples, doubts; διαλογισμῶν, of the thougits, i.e. of the 
mind. Εἰς indicates the object or end or tendency of a thing. ‘Do 
not act in such a manner as will have a tendency to promote, rather 
than allay, seruiples about meats, days,’ etc. 

(2) Ὃς μὲν... .. πάντα, one believes that he may eat every thing. 
Mev here is a oan of the peculiar Greek construction, by which one 
clause in a sentence is represented as corresponding to another of 
similar construction, which has δέ before it. So here ὃς wév.... 
ὃ δέ. It does not always admit of translation ; and this is the case 
here. We have no particles in English, which make out just such a 
construction as wéy....0& We may translate, one indeed.... 
but another; yet there seems to be nothing added to the sense of the 
English sentence here by indeed, unless we consider it as a concessive 
particle, thrown in to designate what might be expressed by saying : 
It will be granted, it is true that, ete—Ilavre agrees with βρώματα 
understood, comp. v. 15, but βρώμα is not confined merely to the 
sense of meat; it means any thing eatable, any food. (φαγεῖν is 
the second Aorist here, from the obsolete gaya, but usually ranged, 
in the lexicons, under the root ἐσϑέω. The circumflex accent shews 
it to be the 2nd Aorist. 

Ὃ δὲ... ἐσϑίει, but he who is weak, eateth herbs; 1. 6. ὃ ἀσϑε- 
νῶν ἐν πίστει, comp. v. 1, he who is scrupulous about distinction of 
meats, etc., refrains from meat sold in the markets lest he should eat 
that which is offered to idols. He prefers to live on vegetables (λά- 
χαναλ), rather than subject himeelf to this danger. 


he ie 





492 ROMANS 14: 3, 4. 


(3) Ὃ ἐσϑίων... . κρινέτω, let not him who eateth, despise ie 
who eateth not; nor sik, who eateth not, condemn him who eateth. 
Kai nor, like the Hebrew } before a second member of the sentence 
in which the first member has a negative particle. The English 
construction demands not... . mor, in order to render the sense of 
the Greek. XKoivevy, in the sense of condemn, is frequent in the New 
Testament; as any of the lexicons will shew. The sentiment is: 
‘He who is freed from any scruples about distinction of meats, should 
not exercise an uncharitable and condemning spirit, towards him 
who still entertains such scruples.’ The reason is subjoined : 

Ὃ Geog... . προσελάβετο, for God has accepted him, i.e. re- 
ceived him into his redeemed family, and admitted him to its privi- 
leges ; comp. προσλαμβάνεσϑε in v. 1. 

(4) Σὺ cig... . οἰχέτην; Who art thou, that condemnest the ser- 
vant of another? That is, such an ἀσϑενῶν ἐν πίστει, being favour- 
ably accepted of God, and being his servant and not yours, how can 
you claim the right of exercising severity towards him, in respect to 
his scruples of conscience? «Σὺ is here properly the Nominative ab- 
solute. It may be constructed as Nominative after εἶ, but the other 
construction is the true one. It is like the Hebrew 5257 Dan ban, 
[as to] God, his way is perfect. 

Tm iio .... πίπτει, by his own master he standeth or falleth. 
The word στήκεν here, has afforded no small room for discussion 
among critics. But those who give it the sense of acting uprightly, 
and πίπτειν the sense of being delinquent, do not seem to me to con- 
sult the context. The apostle says to those who were freed from 
scruples about food: ‘Brethren, do not be severe in condemning 
those who differ from you in opinion with respect to this point. 
Yours is not the prerogative to judge in this case ; it is God who will 
acquit or condemn ; they are accountable to him only, in such a matter.’ 
Sryxw is not a classical word, but is formed, by the later Greek, 
from the Perfect ἕστηκα, the é being dropped. Its meaning here is, 
to stand fast or firm in a secondary sense, i.e. to hold good one’s 
place at a time of trial, to remain firm and secure. So Ps. 1: 5, 
“The ungodly shall not stand in judgment ;” i.e. shall not be able to 
remain firm and safe. So the opposite term (πίπτει) would also lead 
us to judge. To fall means, in this case, to be condemned, to be 
insecure, to be subjected to condemnation or punishment ; exactly as 
we say in English, of a man on trial for a crime, and condemned he 
was cast at he trial, he failed, ἔπεσε. The Dative τῷ ἐδίῳ κυρίῳ, 
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is here the Dative of relation; comp. 10: 10, seq. on this Dative, and 
Winer’s Gramm. § 31. 3. edit. 8. The strict rendering would be : 
In relation to his own master, he is subject to sentence of condemna- 
tion or acquittal; i.e. before the tribunal of another he cannot be 
arraigned in respect to his scrupulous conscience, his own master 
only can call him to an account as to this matter. 

“Σταϑήσεται..... αὐτὸν, and he shall be established, for God is 
able to establish him ; i.e. he shall stand in the judgment of lis con- 
duct in reference to this matter, for God is able to acquit him, or God 
has the power and right of acquitting him, although you should con- 
demn him. 

(5) “Os μὲν... ἡμέραν, one esteemeth one day more than an- 
other; i.e. he makes a distinction between days, regarding one as 
more sacred than another. Agiver here has a very different sense 
from that which it conveys in the preceding verse; it means, esti- 
mates, regards, deems; comp. Acts 13: 46. 16: 15. 26:8. Rom. 3: 
7. 1 Cor. 2: 2. Joseph. Antiq. Jud. IV. 8. 2, χρεϑείητε εὐδαιμονέσ- 
tarot, ye shall be deemed most fortunate. In respect to παρά; more 
than, above, see lexicon. 

Ὃς δὲ... ἡμέραν, but an other esteemeth every day, i.e. makes 
no distinction between days, regards all days alike.-— Zxaoros.... 
πληροφορείσϑω, let every one be fully persuaded in his own mind ; 
i. e. let each one act conscientiously in respect to this matter, accord- 
ing to the real persuasion or belief of his own mind, so as not to vio- 
late his conscience in observing, or neglecting to observe, particular 
days in a special manner. 

Whether the apostle means to include the Sabbath, or rather the 
Lords day, under what he says here of the special observance of 
particular days, has been called in question by not a few distinguished 
commentators and divines. It is well known, that in the early ages 
of the church a distinction was made between Sabbath, and Lord’s 
day. The former was the Jewish weekly Sabbath, 1. 6. the seventh 
day of the week. It embraced also the occasional fasts and feasts 
prescribed by the Mosaic law; comp. Col. 2: 16. Gal. 4: 10. Such 
was the Jewish use of the word naw, σάββατον. But the early 
Christians, in order to distinguish this from the first day of the week, 
on which they held their religious assemblies of worship (1 Cor. 16: 
2. Acts 20: 7), called the first day ἡμέρα κυρίου (Lord’s day), Rev. 
1: 10. Of this distinction there is clear evidence in the writings of 
the ecclesiastical fathers. That it was very early made, even in apos- 
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tolic times, is sufficiently evident from comparing Col. 2: 16 and 
Rev. 1: 10. 

The question whether Rom. 14: 5 has respect to the ἡμέρα κυρίου 
as well as the σάββατα of the Jews, is more difficult of decision 
than some may at first suppose; because there is nothing in the con- 
text, which furnishes any certain clue to the meaning of ἡμέρα here. 
But if we may venture to compare Col. 2: 16 and Gal. 4: 10 with 
the passage here, (and it does seem to me that the two passages mani- 
festly have relation to the same usages and prejudices in the church), 
then we may draw the conclusion pretty clearly, that ἡμέρα here re- 
lates to days which the scruples of Jewish Christians deemed sacred, 
and has no relation to the ἡμέρα κυρίου which all agreed to keep 
holy. 

(6) ‘O φρονῶν..... ov φρονεῖ, he who regards the day, regards 
it to [the honouring of] the Lord; and he who regards not the day, 
for [the honouring of ] the Lord he doth not regard it. That is, he 
who makes the distinction in question between days, does so because 
he believes that God has required it, and he keeps such days sacred 
in order to honour him ; but he who does not make these distinctions, 
refrains from doing it because he thinks that duty to God requires 
him to refrain, inasmuch as God does not require these days to be 
kept holy. Avol@ is the Dativus commodi. 

Καὶ 6 éodiov.... ϑεῷ, likewise he who eats, eats [to the hon- 

᾿ ouring of] the Lord, for he gives God thanks ; i. e. he who eats food 
without any scrupulous distinctions, does this with a regard to the 
commands of God, and is thankful to God for the blessings bestowed 
upon him, viz. the privilege of enjoying his food without the trouble- 
some distinction of clean and unclean. 

Καὶ ὃ μὴ éo0iov .... ϑεῷ, and he who eats not, for [the honour- 
ing of | the Lord he eats not, and gives God thanks. 'That is, he re- 
frains from certain kinds of food, from a design to obey the com- 
mands of God; and for the light which is imparted to him (as he sup- 
poses) with respect to making such a distinction in food, he is grate- 
ful. Flatt thinks this should be turned thus: ‘ For the little which 
he does enjoy, he is thankful to God.’ But then, this little would be 
what he eats; whereas he who does not eat, is here represented as 
thankful—for what? ‘The not eating, must be the answer; and this, 
in the sense above given. 

(7) Οὐδεὶς yoo .... ζῆ, for none of us lives to himself; i.e. . 
none of us, who behaves as a Christian, can live only for his own 
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pleasure, or to obey his own inclinations. I take it for granted, then, 
that those who make distinctions between food, and those who do 
not, aim to honour God by this, because they stand pledged to be en- 
tirely devoted to his service and glory. Ζῆν reve, to live devoted to any 
person or thing, to accommodate all our actions and desires to his 
wishes; comp. Luke 20: 38. Rom. 6:10, 11. Gal. 2: 19. 

Kai οὐδεὶς ἑαυτῷ ἀποϑνήσκει, and none of us dieth to himself ; 
i.e. in life and death we are the Lord’s, we are bound to glorify him 
in all that we do. That the phrase οὐδεὶς ἑαυτῷ ἀποϑνήσκει means, 
we are the Lord’s, whether in life or in death, 1. 6. in the state of the 
dead, viz. in the present and future world, seems clear from compar- 
ing vs. 8, 9. 

(8) “Bav ts... . ἀποϑνήσκωμεν, for whether we live, we live to 
the Lord, and whether we die, we die to the Lord; i.e. whether in a 
state of life or death (comp. v. 9), we belong to the Lord, we are 
bound to glorify him. The phrases ἐάν zs.... ἐάν τὲ, shew the 
mutual connection of. both, and their relation in common to some- 
thing else ; which here is τοῦ κυρίου ἐσμέν. In English we should 
say: ‘‘ Both living and dying, we are the Lord’s.” The nicer shades 
of τέ... καί and τέ... τέ, it is impossible to imitate in our language. 

‘Lav τε... ἐσμέν, whether we are living, then, or dead, we are 
the Lord’s; i. e. whether we exist in the present world, or in another, 
viz. the world of the dead, we belong to the Lord, i. 6. to Christ. 
That Lord does mean Christ here, v. 9 makes certain. That the 
apostle means, moreover, by ζῶμεν and ἀποϑνήσκωμεν, to describe 
not the act of living and dying, but the state of the living and the 
dead, there can be no reasonable doubt, after consulting v. 9. In 
other words: ‘ We, in the state of the living and in the state of the 
dead, i.e. we of the present or of the future world, are Christ’s; he 
is our Lord, both here and hereafter.’ 

(9) Hig τοῦτο yao... . κυριεύσῃ, for Christ both died and re- 
vived, for the very purpose that he might be Lord of the dead and the 
living. The word ἀνέστη, rose, which is in the textus receptus, is 
rejected on good grounds by Dr. Knapp and all recent critics. It 
seems to have come from the margin, where it was written as a gloss 
or explanation of éyoe. In regard to ἔζησε, which here has the 
sense of reviving, coming to life, and not simply of living, (w has 
seemed to perplex some commentators), one needs for his satisfaction, 
only to compare Matt. 9: 18. John 5: 25. 11: 25. Acts 1: 3, 25: 19, 
et alibi. In relation to the sentiment here expressed, viz. that Christ 
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suffered and rose, or in other words, that he “‘took on him our nature 
and became obedient unto death,” in order that he might be Lord of 
all, the reader may compare Phil. 2: 5—11. John 17: 4, 5. Heb. 2: 
9, 10. 12:2. The apostle means to say, not that universal dominion 
was the principal object of Christ’s death, but that this was a fruit or 
consequence of it, and indeed one of the ends which the Saviour had 
in view, because it is necessary for the accomplishment of his beney- 
olent purposes. 

To be Lord of the dead and of the living, is that he should be 
supreme ruler over the present world and the world of spirits; for the 
living and the dead make up all the human race. 

The supremacy of Christ, and his absolute property in all Chris- 
tians, living or dead, is fully asserted and implied in vs. 6—9. 

(10) «Σὺ δὲ..... σου; and thou, why dost thou condemn thy bro- 
ther? Σὺ is the Nom. absolute, asin v. 4 above. 4é, and, too, also, 
“addit vim interrogationi ;” Bretschneider in Lex. 71 κρίνεις, why 
dost thou censure thy brother for his weak and scrupulous con- 
science ? 

Ἢ καὶ ov... σου, or thou, why dost thou too despise thy brother? 
Kai ov is much the same as ov δέ, ov being again in the Nom. abso- 
lute. Jo despise here means, to regard with feelings of contempt 
brethren who have scrupulous consciences, to look upon them as 
inferior. 

Πάντες γὰρ Χριστοῦ, for we must all stand before the judgment- 
seat of Christ; i.e. such a brother is not amenable to you in a matter 
of this nature; Christ is his judge, who is the supreme judge of all. 
We must leave such matters to him; but should feel, at the same 
time, that we are accountable for all that we do or say, in respect to 
our Christian brethren.—Jo is prefixed to a reason given, why we 
ought not to despise a Christian brother for his weak conscience, viz. 
the fact that he is accountable to Christ himself and not to us; as we 
also are accountable, for our demeanour toward him. 

(11) Τέγραπται γάρ, where γάρ is prefixed to a clause introduced 
in order to confirm what immediately precedes.—Z éyo... . Deo, 
as I live, saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me,-and every tongue 
shall confess to God; i.e. all shall acknowledge subjection to me, 
and give to me an account of their actions; or, all are accountable to 
God as their supreme and final judge. The passage is quoted from 
Is. 45: 23 (45: 23, 24 Sept.), where the Hebrew for Za ἐγώ is 
“nyaw? "2, Sept. κατ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ὀμνύω, by myself do I swear. The 
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Zo ἐγώ of the apostle is equivalent to the 728% ‘1 of the Hebrew, 
which is altogether equivalent to "M¥2v32 "=. So the apostle has 
translated ad sensum, not ad verbum. ‘The ὁ ore which follows, stands 
in the Septuagint after κατ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ὀμνύω naturally ; in the text of 
Paul, ζώ éyw ... ὅτε, is a constructio ad sensum. Ὁ 

(12) That the doctrine of accountability to God is contained or 
implied, in this passage from the Old Testament, Paul now proceeds 
to assert. ρα ovv.... dew, every one of us, therefore, must give 
an account respecting himself to God. For λόγος, in the sense here 
given, comp. Matt. 12: 36. Acts 19: 40. 1 Pet. 4:5. Heb. 13: 17. 
4: 19, 

The apostle here reckons the appearing before the judgment-seat 
of Christ, as giving an account to God. So God is represented as 
judging the world by Christ, Acts 17: 31. Rom. 2: 16. ‘‘ Deus et 
Christus arctissime conjuncti sunt, ita ut quod de hoe dicitur, dicitur 
etiam de illo.” 

(13) Mijxere ... . κρίνωμεν, let us then no longer condemn one 
another ; 1. 6. let us no longer do as we have done, in judging and 
condemning those who make a distinction of meats, days, etc. Since 
we are all accountable to God for every thing that we do, let us no 
more expose ourselves to his displeasure, by thus wronging a Chris- 
tian brother. 

᾿Αλλὰ τοῦτο... .. σκάνδαλον, but rather come to this determina- 
tion, not to put a stumbling-block, or an occasion of falling, in the 
way of a brother. Κρίνατε is here taken in a sense quite different 
from that which κρένωμεν conveys, in the preceding clause.  Koivare 
means, determine, decide ; κρίνατε τοῦτο means, make or come to this 
determination ; comp. Acts 16: 15. 20: 16. 1 Cor. 7:37, et alibi. 
This is what the rhetoricians call antanaclasis (avtavaxdaowg), which 
means, the repetition of the same word in the same sentence, or in 
one closely connected, in a sense different from that which the word 
when first 1aentioned conveyed. It is a species of naan or 
very nearly allied to some forms of paronomasia. 

_ Τῷ ἀδελφῷ is Dativus incommodi, as the ctemtmnaina say. 
Tlosoxoppo and σχάνδαλον are not materially different; both mean 
an occasion or cause of stumbling. Here they are to be understood, 
of course, in a moral sense; and the use of both words seems de- 
signed merely to indicate every kind of occasion for stumbling. 

(14) Οἴδα.... ᾿Ιησοῦ, I know, and am persuaded by the Lord 
Jesus ; i.e. 1 know, and know for certainty because the Lord Jesus 
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himself has taught me. “Ey κυρίῳ, by the Lord, for so ἐν is very 
often construed before the Dative of cause, manner, instrument, ete. 

“Ox... αὐτοῦ, that nothing is unclean of itself ; i.e. no food or 
drink in its own nature, or as it is in itself, is unclean to the Christian. 
Av αὐτοῦ, by itself, through itself, on its own account.—Ei uy... . 
κοινόν, but to him who deemeth any thing to be unclean, it is unclean ; 
i. 6. 1f a man believes any species of food or drink to be unlawful, 
and then partakes of it, he defiles himself, because he does that 
which he believes to be sinful. 

(15) Bi δὲ... λυπεῖται, now if thy brother is grieved because of 
meat. Aé continuative, now, further—Ave βρῶμα, because thou 
eatest meat which he regards as unclean.—Ovxére . . . . περιπατεῖς, 
thou walkest no longer according to what benevolence requires; i. 6. 
thou dost violate the law of love, which would require thee to do unto 
others that which thou wouldest that others should do unto thee. But 
this thou dost not, when thou demeanest thyself in this manner. 

My... . ane Pave, destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ 
died. That ἀπόλλυε means destroy, seems plain from comparing 
1 Cor. 8: 11 and v. 20 below. The word ἀπόλλυμιν was sometimes 
employed by the Greeks in the sense of cruciari, to torment, vex; a 
sense which is possible here, but not probable. The meaning seems 
to be: ‘ Do not furnish an occasion of stumbling to thy brother, lest 
he fall, and come into condemnation.’— Ὑπὲρ οὗ Χριστὸς ἀπέϑανε 
seems to be added in order to shew how very differently Christ him- 
self acted and felt, with respect to Christians who are weak in faith ; 
and thus to paint, in glowing colours, the criminality of those who 
refused to imitate his spirit. 

(16) Wy... . ἀγαϑὸόν, let not your good, then, be evil spoken of. 
Οὖν, therefore, then, i.e. since such is the case, viz. that Christ died for 
sinners, and that you are under obligation to shew the spirit of sim- 
ilar benevolence toward your fellow Christians, you ought to demean 
yourselves in such ἃ way, as that you will give no occasion for the 
religious liberty which you enjoy to be evil spoken of. That ἀγαϑὸν 
here means, freedom from the yoke of bondage which the ceremonial 
law imposed, I cannot well doubt; and so Origen, Theodoret, Bengel, 
Clarius, and others understood it. But Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Brasmus, and others, understand by ἀγαϑόν, the Christian religion 
in general. The sense would be good, if construed in this way ; but. 
less appropriate, Promo sk the meaning above . onalitg bade ag 
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(17) Ov yao... . ἁγίῳ, for the kingdom of God is not meat and 
drink, but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost. Ἢ 
βασιλεία τοῦ ϑεοὺ here means, the spiritual kingdom of God or 
Christ ; his reign within; his moral dominion over the hearts of men; 
in a word, true Christianity. This does not consist in refraining or 
not refraining from this or that food or drink ; but spiritual life con- 
sists in holy conformity to God, peaceful and gentle demeanor, and 
joy such as is imparted by the influences of the Holy Spirit. A truly 
admirable description of the nature of real Christianity! Εἰρήνη 
here means peace, in opposition to discord and contention among 
brethren.— Lv πνεύματι ἀγίῳ may be applied, as a qualification, to 
δικαιοσύνη and εἰρήνη, as well as to χαρά" but I prefer the construc- 
tion which I have given. 

(18) Ὃ yao... ἀνθρώποις, for he who serveth Christ in respect 
to these things, is acceptable to God, and approved by men. ᾿Εν rov- 
τούς means the things before mentioned, viz. δικαιοσύνη, εἰρήνη, 
and χαρὰ ἐν πνεύματι ayiw. Adximos, acceptus, gratus; the apos- 
tle means, that men will speak well of such a demeanor as he had 
commended. 

(19) “Aow ovv.... ἀλλήλους, therefore let us strive after peace 
and mutual edification. Τὰ τῆς εἰρήνης... τὰ τῆς οἰκοδομῆς, are, 
according to a very common usage of the Greek, a periphrasis for τὸ 
εἰρηνικα, etc., or for the simple εἰρήνη, οἰχοδομή.---- Ts εἰς ἀλλή- 
λους, i. 6. τῆς οἰχοδομῆς εἰς aAAndove.—The article is commonly 
supplied in this way, before adjectives that fol/ow a noun in order to 
qualify it, or (which is, the same thing) before nouns with preposi- 
tions, added merely to qualify the preceding and principal noun; Wi- 

ner’s Gramm. § 19. 1. ὁ. 
. The object of this verse is, to charge the church at Dae to de- 
mean themselves in such a way, with regard to the matters in dispute 
which he had touched upon, as would promote the peace of the 
church and the edification of both parties. 

(20) My... ϑεοῦ, destroy not the work of God, on account jr food. 
τὸ ἔργον τοῦ ϑεοῦ, the same as οἰκοδομὴ ϑεοῦ, 1 Cor. 3: 9, and 
οἰκοδομὴ... ἐν κυρίῳ in Eph. 2: 21, and οἰκοδομὴν ἑαυτοῦ in Eph. ἡ 
4: 16; i.e. Christians, or a Christian. Possibly the writer may refer 
here to the internal work of faith, which is called ἔργον ϑεοῦ in John 
6: 39, I prefer the former sense. Karadve is a verb accommodated 
to the figurative expression ἔργον Mov, and means to pull down, to 
destroy. The meaning is: ‘Do not so demean thyself, in respect to 
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this dispute about meats clean and unclean, as to cause thy weak 
brother to sin, and to fall into condemnation. 

Πάντα μὲν καϑαρά, all [meats] are clean; 1. 6. no distinction of 
food is to be made under the Christian dispensation. All the distinc- 
tions of the Levitical law are abolished— Adda... . ἐσϑίοντι, still 
they are hurtful to the man, who eats so as to stumble thereby. Aver, 
before a noun, often designates the manner in which a thing hap- 
pens or is done; so, for example, in Luke 8:4, διὰ παραβολῆς, 
i. q. παραβολικῶς: Acts 15: 27, διὰ λόγου, orally ; 2 Cor. 10: 11, 
Ov ἐπιστολῶν, in the way of writing; Heb. 18: 22, διὰ βραχέων, 
briefly, etc. See Bretschn. in διά, ©. a. 

(21) Kodov.... ἀσϑενεῖ, it is good not to eat flesh, nor drink 
wine, nor [to deve any ἡ νμωνμ whereby thy brother stumbleth, or has 
ground of offence, or is made weak. Mnéé ἐν ᾧ is elliptical ; the full 
expression would be, μηδὲ φαγεῖν ἢ πιεῖν τὸ ἐν ᾧ x.t.4. The 
words ἢ σκανδαλίζεται ἢ ἀσϑενεῖ, are omitted in Codd. A. C. 67, and 
in Syr. Arab. Copt. versions; also in Origen. They seem to be a gloss 
or repetition of προσκόπτει. The sense of ἀσϑενεῖ is, to render in- 
competent, viz. incompetent to walk safely or securely. 

(22) Σὺ.... ϑεοῦ, hast thou faith? keep it to thyself before 
God ; i.e. hast thou a belief that there is no difference in meats, 
(which is truly the case), yet deem it sufficient, in respect to this 
point, to regulate by it thy conduct in private, as seen only by the eye 
of God. Do not act this out in public, by which you may give need- 
less and injurious offence. 

Maxeguos .... δοκιμάζει, happy [is he], who does not condemn 
himself in respect to the thing which he allows; i.e. we may congrat- 
ulate that man, who does not so use his Christian liberty in respect 
to food, as to bring on’ himself condemnation or blame by an abuse of 
it, or by making use of it in an imprudent and inconsiderate manner. 

(23) Ὁ δὲ... πίστεως, but he who doubts, is condemned if he eat, 
because it is net of faith; i.e. he who doubts whether it is lawful for 
him to eat a particular kind of food, and yet eats it, is worthy of con- 
demnation ; because he does this against his conscience or belief, or 
δ least without an approving conscience. 

"Πᾶν δὲ... .. ἐστί, and every thing that is not of faith, is sinful; 
i.e. not only ΜΉΝ against one’s conscience, or without an approving 
conscience, is deserving of condemnation, but any thing else done in 
like manner is sinful. No man should indulge in any demeanor or 
~ conduct, when the lawfulness of it is to him a matter cf doubt. A 
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truly excellent maxim in Christian morals, and one which, if duly 
heeded by Christians, would prevent many a bitter hour of darkness 
and contrition. 





CHAP. XV. 1—33. 


Between the preceding verse and verse 1 of this chapter, the Cod. Alex. 
and 106 Codd. minusc., most of the Greek fathers, together with the Syriac 
and Arabic versions, insert vs. 25—27 of chap. xv1., i.e. the close of this 
epistle. Hence has arisen the controversy, whether the epistle properly closes 
with chap. x1v. On the side of the tertus receptus, which places these verses 
at the end of the epistle, are the Cod. Vaticanus, 3 uncial Codd., several 
Codd. minuse., and the Latin fathers. For this arrangement, also, the internal 
evidence arising from the connection may be appealed to; for it seems to be 
quite plain, that chap. xv. is intimately connected with Chap xiv., in respect 
to the subject of which it treats. If Paul be the author of the whole epistle, 
(and the evidence appears to be very satisfactory that he is), then it would be 
somewhat singular that the passage in 16; 25—27 should be inserted here, 
where there seems to be no special call for a doxology, and where the connec- 
tion is so close with the sequel as it stands in the textus receptus. Flatt appeals 
to Eph. 3: 20,in order to shew that Paul is accustomed to introduce doxologies 
into the body of his epistles. _He might have appealed to several other instan- 
ces of the like nature; e. g. Rom. 1: 25. 11: 36. 2 Cor. 11: 31. Gal. 1: 5. Phil. 
4: 20. 1 Tim. 1: 17; but all these examples are in quite a different situation 
from that of the present one, for with one exception (1 Tim. 1: 17), God is 
the zmmediately preceding subject of the writer ; andin 1 Tim. 1: 17, this isim- 
plied. But such is not the case in the instance under examination. The in- 
ternal oon of the passage, then, seems to be strongly against the inser- 
tion of 16: 25—27 in this place. And although Griesbach has inserted it, and 
Morus, Wetstein, Flatt, Tholuck and many other critics approve of this; yet 
I agree most cordially with Dr. Knapp, who has decided more conformably, as 
I apprehend, to the principles of true criticism, that the order of the teztus re- 
ceptus is the true one. 

In the present chapter, Paul continues to exhort the church at Rome, to 
strive after unity and peace. He sets before them the self denial of Christ, vs. 
3, 4. He beseeches God to give them the spirit of Christian unity and love, 
vs. 5,6. He exhorts them toa mutual kind reception of each other, ν. 7. He 
shews that the reception of the Gentiles into the Christian church, had been 
clearly and often predicted, vs. 8—12; and prays God to fill them all with joy 
and peace, v. 13. He apologizes, as it were, for writing to the church at Rome, 
by describing the nature of his office as an apostle to the Gentiles, the labours 
which he had performed while holding this office, and the affectionate desire 
which he had cherished of paying the church at Rome a visit, vs.14—24. He 
describes to them the plan of his future journeys and labours, expresses his hope 
of yet visiting them, and begs an affectionate interest in their prayers to God 
for him, vs. 25—32. He then concludes with a benediction, v. 33. 


(1) ᾿Οφείλομεν 02... . βαστάξειν, we, moreover, who are strong, 
ought to bear with the infirmities of the weak. ΖΔύνατοι, the strong 
in faith, i. 6. those who had no scruples about meats and drinks, ete. 
— Advvarwy, those who were not δύνατοι, i. e. who had scruples, 
etc.— Baoralery, to bear with, to endure patiently, to tolerate; comp. 
Gal. 6: 2. Rev. 2: 2. ; 
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Kai μὴ ἑαυτοῖς ἀρέσκειν, and not to please ourselves ; i. 6. not to 
act merely in such a way as would gratify our own views and ineli- 
nations. See the example of Paul, in 1 Cor. 9: 22. 

(2) “Exaorog... . οἰκοδομήν, let each one of us please his neigh- 
bour, in respect to that which is good, unto [his] edification; i.e. let 
us act in such a manner as to please our neighbour, so far as we may 
do so and do what is good ; let us act so as to edify him. 

(3) Kai yao .... ἤρεσεν, for Christ did not please himself; i. e. 
Christ did not have respect merely to his own pleasure or pain, con- 
venience or inconvenience ; but did that which was grateful and use- 
ful to others, although he exposed himself to great suffering in con- 
sequence of acting thus. Jao stands prefixed here to the reason 
why we ought to seek the good of others. 

᾿Αλλὰ... ἐπ᾽ ἐμέ, but, as it is written, the reproaches of those 
who reproached thec, have fallen upon me. The passage is quoted 
from Ps. 69: 10 (69:9). The general sentiment is here accommo- 
dated to a particular case ; i. e. the same thing which this sentiment 
declares, was in fact exemplified in the treatment which Christ re- 
ceived. In other words, Christ suffered reproaches, rather than desist 
from his beneficence toward others; whieh is the sentiment of the 
passage quoted. 

(4) “Ὅσα yao... προεγράφη, whatsoever things, now, were writ- 
ten in ancient times, were written for our instruction. The connec- 
tion of this verse with the preceding is somewhat difficult. On the 
whole it must be regarded as a parenthesis. Jao confirmantis seems 
to be a proper description of the γάρ here ; for it is prefixed to a cir- 
cumstance designed to enforce what the apostle is saying, i. 6. it is a 
kind of γάρ urgentis, as one might say. Προεγράφη, lit. were writ- 
ten before, i.e. in a days, in ancient times, as I have rendered 
it above. 4 ' 

“Iva... . ἔχωμεν, that through patience, and by the exhortation 
of the Scriptures, we might obtain hope. ᾿Ὑπομέμῇς refers to a pa- 
tient endurance of the troubles and sorrows, to which the doing of 
good may expose 118.---Παρακλήσεως seems here to mean admonition 
or exhortation; for it refers back to διδασκαλίαν, and if rendered 
consolation does not seem to be directly congruous with that word. 
The writer here refers to the exhortation of the Scriptures, to nest 
vere meekly and patiently in doing good. 

Patience of this nature will produce hope ; comp. Rom. & 8. ὅν 
He who perseveres in thus doing good, amid the evils which may 
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come upon him, will be rewarded with “a aioe that ΜΡ ποί 
ashamed.” 

(5) Ὁ δὲ ϑεὸς..... ᾿]ησοῦν, now may the God of patience and 
admonition give mutual unity of sentiment to you, according to Christ 
Jesus. Ὃ ϑεὸς τῆς ὑπομονῆς means, God who bestows patience, or 
God who is the author of patience ; just as the God of grace, is the 
God who bestows grace. So ὁ ϑεὸς τῆς παρακλήσεως means, either 
God who is the author of exhortation or encouragement [viz. to per- 
severe], or God who is the author of consolation. I understand πα- 
θακλήσεως here, in the sense of exciting, exhorting to acts of self- 
denial, i.e. to do those things which make for peace and for mutual 
Christian edification, although they may cost self-denial and mortifi- 
cation; which accords with the context above. 

Kata Χριστὸν ᾿]ησοῦν means, in accordance with the Spirit of 
Christ or agreeably to what Christ or the Christian religion requires. 
The earnest supplication of the apostle, that the Romans may be led 
τὸ αὐτὸ φρονεῖν ἐν ἀλλήλοις, shows how mistaken those are, who 
think that unity of sentiment among Christians is not desirable, even 
as to matters not essential to salvation; for surely the sentiment about 
distinction of meats was not essential in this sense. If now such 
unity in smaller matters was urged by the apostle, then of course he 
would urge it far more, in things essential to salvation. 

The precepts of the apostle shew, also, that Christians may differ 
about externals, and things of minor importance, without hazarding 
their salvation; although not without endangering the peace and 
welfare of the Church. Such is the imperfection of human nature, 
that difference of opinion is apt to produce dispute ; and dispute of 
course is apt to lead, more or less, to alienation of feeling. 

(6) “Wva.... Χριστοῦ, that with one accord and with gne voice 
you may glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.— 
“Ouo9vuadov comes from ὁμός, conjunctus, and ϑύμος, animus. 
This characterizes the union of mind or sentiment, which the apos- 
tle desires should pervade the Christian church. “Zv ἑνὲ στόματι 
characterizes the harmony of voices, in the song of praise which 
was to be sung by the church; i.e. they should not sing discordant 
notes, but harmonious ones. 'The meaning is not literal here, but 
figurative, viz., that with union in their praise to God they might offer 
him thanksgiving, that pos mages all accord in the same:feeling and 
same worship. \ 

In καὶ νόμο καί is siotailiitha re e. ‘et copulat et explicat ;” 
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see Bretschn. Lex. καί, 12, a ἫΝ is a very common idiom in the 
New Testament with respect to καί as explicative; comp. 1 Pet. 1:3. 
2 Pet. 1: 11. 2: 20. Phil. 4: 20. Ephes. 1:3. Col. 3:17. In these 
cases, viz. such as have za explicative followed by a noun in apposi- 
tion with the preceding noun and limiting or defining it, the article is 
usually omitted before the second noun, as here before πατέρα" com- 
pare also, in this respect, the examples cited above. 

(7) Avo .... Pou, therefore shew kindness to each other, as 
Christ also hath shewed kindness to you, unto the glory of God; i.e. 
in view of all that has been said, 1 beseech you to treat each other 
with brotherly kindness and affection; yea, with kindness like to that 
which Christ has shewn to you, in order that God may be glorified. 

Ako refers to all which had been before said of Christian kindness 
and forbearance. As to προσλαμβάνεσϑε, comp. 14:3. ᾿ Ὑμᾶς in 
the textus receptus is ἡμᾶς. This latter is removed, because the Mss. 
A. B.C. D.E.F. G., read ὑμᾶς.--- Εἰς δόξαν ϑεοῦ, Tholuck interprets 
of eternal happiness, 1. 6. the glory which God bestows. The phrase 
is capable of this meaning, comp. Heb. 2:10. Rom. 5: 2. 1 Pet. 5:4; 
but vs. 8, 9 require a different sense here, viz. since Christ hath 
kindly received you, in order that God may be glorified. 

(8) “έγω δὲ x. 7.2. 41 Έ “ accuratius definit,” i. e. it is added to a 
phrase or sentence, inserted for the sake of more full and entire 
explanation. The writer, having asserted that Christ has kindly re- 
ceived us in order that God may be glorified, goes on now to add 
some things which serve to shew, that Christ entered upon the duties 
of his mediatorial office, in order to propagate the truth and to bring 
Jew and Gentile nations to glorify God. 

᾿Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν... ϑεοῦ, Jesus Christ was a minister of the 
circumcision, on account of the truth of God; i.e. that Jesus Christ 
was a minister of the Jews, that he served the cause of divine truth 
among the Jews, in order to promote its true interests. ee πέρ, ON 
account of, for the sake of. 

Eig to .... πατέρων, in order to confirm the promises made to the 
fathers ; 1. 6. in order to carry into execution the promises made to 
the ancient fathers, of spiritual Nil to be bestowed on their 
epronniig 

(9) Τὰ 02... . ϑεόν, [I say also] that the Gentiles are to glorify 
God for his. mercy [in Christ]; i. 6. the Gentiles, as well as the Jews, 
are to be brought into the church, that God may be all and in all, and 
thus be glorified by all men. “[οξάσαι is constructed with λέγω im- 
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plied, as the version ΡΝ The vhcodint phrase diabhuail thu mean- 
ing of εἰς δόξαν ϑεοῦ in v. 7. 

Awe rovto.... wake, therefore will I praise thee among the 
Gentiles, yea, to thy name will I sing praise. The quotation is from 
Ps. 18: 49. 'The design of it is to shew, that the Gentiles, as well as 
the people of Israel, would have the blessings of the gospel proffered 
to them, and be brought to glorify God.— ΔΜεέομολογήσομαι, I will 
praise thee, like the Hebrew 7318 .-- 7 ὀνόματί σου, to thy name, 
i.e. to thee, like the Hebrew F2u>. 

(10) Kai πάλεν λέγει, viz. in Deut. 82: 48.—AvgodvOyte .. . αἰ- 
τοῦ, rejoice ye Gentiles with his people; Hebrew 132 0743 2792797. 
The design of the quotation is, to shew that the Gentiles are spoken 
of in the Old Testament Scriptures, as destined to be brought into 
the church of God, or as being made to praise him. 

(11) Kal πάλεν, viz. in Ps. 117: 1 (Sept. 116: 1). The senti- 
ment is the same as before. The object in accumulating quotations, 
is additional confirmation of what the writer had advanced. 

(12) Kai λέγεε, viz. in Is. 11: 10. In the quotation, the apostle 
omits NIA Dina, in that day. Also instead of the Hebrew WW 
Dyas 25 3739, en shall stand as a banner of the nations or Gentiles, 
the apostle has, with the Septuagint, καὶ ὁ ανιστάμενος ἄρχειν ἐϑ- 
νῶν, one shall arise to be α leader of the Gentiles ; ad sensum, but not 
ad literam. For ἐλπιοῦσι, the Hebrew has 18777. The whole quo- 
tation, therefore, is ad sensum only ; but is truly so much. It is added 
to the others for the same purpose as before, viz. with the design of 
shewing that the Gentiles should belong to the Christian church, so 
that God might be glorified by them. 

Thus far in confirmation of the latter clause of v. 7. The apostle 
now quits this subject, and resumes his supplications in behalf of the 
church at Rome, which were interrupted by v. 7, seq. 

(13) Ὁ δὲ Os0g.... πιστεύειν, now may the God of hope fill you 
with all joy and peace in believing ; 1. 6. may that God who is the 
author of all Christian hope, (comp. ἐλπεοῦσεν in v. 12), make your 
joy and peace, which result from faith in Christ, greatly to abound.— 
«Εἰς to... ἁγίου, so that ye may abound in hope, through the power 
of the Holy Spirit; i.e. so that, having much joy and peace in be- 
lieving, you may also have a lively Christian hope of future glory, 
through the influence of the Holy Spirit who dwells in you, and who 
gives the earnest of future glory; comp. Eph. 1: 13, 14. Rom. 8: 23 
with ie notes upon it. 
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(14) ITenecouas δέ, where dé “ orationi continuandae inservit ;” 
as also in v. 13 above.—Kai αὐτὸς ἐγώ, even I myself. Καὶ added 
to pronouns in this way, serves to make the expression more distinct 
and intense.— Περὶ ὑμῶν, in respect to you— Ore . . . ἀγαθωσύνης, 
that you yourselves (καὶ αὐτοί) are filled with kindness. Καὶ αὐτοὶ 
indicates what I have expressed in the translation, as nearly as our 
language can express the value of the Greek phrase. Ayo wouvns 
I take here to refer to the kind feelings, which the apostle hoped and 
believed the Roman Christians would cherish towards each other. 

Tlendnowpévoe. .. . νουϑετεῖν, abounding in all knowledge, and 
able to give mutual admonition.. The meaning is: ‘I am persuaded 
that ye possess in abundance such Christian knowledge, i. e. such a 
knowledge of Christian truths and principles, that ye will be able to 
give such advice and warning as you may mutually need.’ 

(15) Zodunooreoov .... ὑμᾶς, I have written the more boldly to 
you, brethren, when reminding you with respect to some things; i.e. 1 
have written with more freedom than might have been expected from 
a stranger, when reminding you of the various things which I have 
urged upon you. “πὸ μέρους means, in some parts of his epistle, 
1. 6. as to some things. 

Ava τὴν yaouw .... ϑεοῦ, on account of the favour which was 
bestowed upon me by God; namely, the honour of the apostolic office 
(comp. Rom. 1: 5), which the sequel shews to be the meaning of 
χάριεν here. 

(16) Hig τὸ sivae.... ἔϑνη, that I should be a minister of Jesus 
Christ to the Gentiles. Because his office led him to preach the gos- 
pel to the Gentiles, and to exercise a spiritual watch over them, he 
had ventured to address the church at Rome with freedom. 

“/eyougyovrta .... ϑεοῦ, performing the office of a priest [in 
respect to] the gospel of God; 1. 6. acting a part in respect to the 
concerns of Christians, not unlike that of a priest among the Jews.— 
“Iva γένηται... -. ἁγίῳ, that the offering of the Gentiles might be ac- 
ceptable, being purified by the Holy Spirit; i.e. that the Gentiles may 
be offered to God, whom as their λεύτουργὸς I present, inasmuch as 
they have been rendered clean, pure, by the sanctifying influence of 
the Holy Spirit on their hearts. 

(17) ἔχω οὖν .:. ϑεόν, Ihave, then, cause for glorying, through 
Jesus Christ, as to those things which pertain to God; i.e. being a 
minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, I have cause for rejoicing, 
that he has strengthened me and given me success among them, in 
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things pertaining to religion.—Ovdv “ facit transitum orationis,” 
(Bretschn. Lex.); accordingly it may be rendered, in such cases, 
then, moreover, further, etc. Here it stands before a paragraph, 
which the apostle subjoins to the preceding declaration in order to 
exhibit the happy fruits of his ministry.—' Lv Χριστῷ ]ησοῦ I under- 
stand to mean, through the aid of Christ. Paul had just averred, that 
he was λειτουργὸς ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ" and as such, he here intimates 
that Christ had afforded him aid, so as to ensure him success in his 
employment. That ἐν often has the meaning of by or through, in 
the sense of ope, auzilio alicujus, there can be no doubt; e.g. “‘ He 
casts out demons ἐν τῷ agzovee, by the aid of the prince of demons,” 
Matt. 9: 34. In like manner ἐν is used in John 17: 10. Acts 4: 9. 
15: 7. 17: 28, 31, et saepe alibi. 

(18) Ov yoo... ἐμοῦ, for I do not presume to mention any thing 
which Christ hath not wrought by me; i.e. 1 do not, in saying this, 
intend to claim any praise by exaggerating my success, or taking to 
myself the credit of what others have done εἰς Unaxony ἔϑνων, in 
order to bring the Gentiles to obey the gospel.—Aoym καὶ ἔργῳ 
means, by preaching and by other personal effort. Io explicantis, 
i. 6. preceding what serves to limit the declaration which goes before. 

(19) '#y duvawer..... τεράτων, by the influence of signs and 
wonders, or wonderful signs. In Hebrew, D°n51721 nin, (usually 
conjoined), means wonders, signs, or miracles adapted to persuade or 
enforce belief in the power, providence, veracity, etc., of God. The 
union of σήμεία καὶ τέρατα in the New Testament, is an imitation 
of this idiom. It may be rendered as a Hendiadys, and the latter 
noun made an adjective to qualify the former, agreeably to an idiom 
common both in the Old and New Testament. If rendered signs 
and wonders, then signs means miraculous proofs. 

“Ev dvvemer .... ἁγίου, by the influence of the Holy Spirit, may 
mean, signs and wonders performed by virtue of this influence; and 
so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others, have understood it. 
But it may also mean, the internal influences of the Spirit, bestowing 
the gift of prophecy, the power of speaking in foreign languages, etc. ; 
and so Beza, Grotius, Tholuck, and others, have explained it. In 
this case, it is coordinate with δυνάμει σημείων καὶ τεράτων, not 
subordinate to it, i.e. not used merely to qualify it. 

“Rore we... . Χριστοῦ, so that from Jerusalem and its suburbs, 
even to Illyricum, I have spread abroad the gospel of Christ. “ote 
ue... . πεπληρωκέναν is the usual construction of the Infinitive with 
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wots. Πεπληρωκέναν has here the sense of diffusing, spreading 
abroad ; and comes from the sense of filling up, because, in order to 
do this, a diffusion into all parts is necessary. In the like sense the 
word is employed in Acts 5: 28. Col. 1: 25, comp. Sirach 24: 26.— 
Ijlyricum was a province bounded south by Macedonia, west by the 
Adriatic, east by a part of the river Danube, and north by a part of 
Italy and Germany. It corresponds with the modern Croatia and 
Dalmatia; and was the extreme boundary of what might be called 
the Grecian population. The circle of Paul’s preaching, then, as 
here described, reaches from the extreme north-west of the land of 
the Greeks, to Jerusalem, i. e. it comprehends all Greece, in the 
widest sense of this term, Asia Minor, the Grecian islands, and the 
country between Asia Minor and Jerusalem. More might have been 
added; for the apostle had preached at Damascus, and probably in 
Arabia, before he came to Jerusalem, Acts 9: 20. Gal. 1: 16, 17. 

(20) Otrw.... οἰκοδομῶ, so, also, that I was strongly desirous 
to preach the gospel, not where Christ was named, lest I should build 
on another's foundation. Φιλοτιμούμενον is to be constructed with 
μέ, taken from the preceding verse. The word literally signifies, to 
covet or desire as an honour, to regard as honourable; hence the sec- 
ondary sense, to desire strongly, earnestly to wish for ox to covet. 

(21) “Adda... συνήσουσι, but, as it is written: They shail see, to 
whom no declaration was made respecting him; and they who have not 

‘heard, shall understand. 'The quotation is from Is. 52:15; a passage 
which has respect to the Messiah’s being made known to the heathen. 
The apostle quotes it here, in order to illustrate and to justify the 
principle which he had avowed, viz. that of preaching the gospel 
where it was entirely unknown before. The quotation says as 
much as to declare, that the gospel shall be thus proclaimed. “Owor- 
ταῦ and συνήσουσι are to be understood as designating mental vision 
and perception, for this is what the writer intends to designate. 

(22) Avo ual... . ὑμᾶς, wherefore 1 was greatly hindered from 
coming to you. 100, wherefore, means, on account of his many and 
urgent calls to preach elsewhere. Ai is here joined with évexonto- 
μὴν τὰ πολλά as an intensive, i.e. ‘‘sensum intendit, augmentat.” 
The apostle does not say simply, that he was often hindered or much 
hindered, ἐκοπτόμην τὰ πολλὰ, but καὶ ἐκοπτόμην τὰ πολλά, 1 was 
very much hindered, i.e. I had such frequent and urgent calls else- 
where, that it was impossible for me to visit Rome, as I desired to do. 
Passow is, so far as I know, the first lexicographer who has done any 
tolerable justice to the Proteus καί of the Greeks, 
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(23) Novi δὲ... .. ἐτῶν, but now, having no longer any place in 
these regions, and being desirous for many years to pay you a visit. 
Tonov ἕχων, i.e. having no longer any considerable place, where I 
have not proclaimed the gospel. 

(24) ᾿ς ἐὰν... ὑμᾶς,, whenever I may go into Spain, 1 hope, 
as I pass on, to see you; i.e. intending to visit Spain, he meant to 
take Rome in his way. In the textus receptus, ἐλεύσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
follows «Σπανέαν " which Griesbach and Knapp have rejected, as they 
are not found in Codd. A. C. Ὁ. E. F. G., nor in the Syriac, Arabic, 
or Coptic versions, etc. Whether the apostle did in fact ever make a 
journey to Spain, is somewhat uncertain. The tradition of the 
church affirms this; but not on sure grounds. In case we allow that 
he was imprisoned a second time at Rome, such a journey is not im- 
probable. 

Kai.... ἐκεῖ, and to be sent on my way thither by you. The 
apostle here refers to the usual custom of the churches, when the 
messengers of the gospel departed from them, of sending their eld- 
ers, etc., to accompany them for some distance on their journey ; 
comp. Acts 15: 3. 17: 14, 15. 20: 38. 21:5.— Fav... . ἐμπλησϑῶ, 
when Tam in part first satisfied with your company. Observe the 
delicacy of the expression. The apostle does not say ἐμπλησϑώ, 
satisfied, but ἀπὸ μέρους ἐμπλησϑώῶ, partly satisfied, as though he 
never could enjoy their society sufficiently to gratify all his desires. 

(25) Nuvi δὲ... .. ἁγίοις, but now I go to Jerusalem to supply 
the wants of the saints.. Acoxoveo is often used, in the New Testa- 
ment, to designate the supplying with food and other comforts of life. 
At present, says the apostle, I cannot visit you, as duty calls me in 
another direction. . 

(26) Fidounour γὰρ... . ΞΕρουσαλήμ, for it has seemed good 
to Macedonia and Achaia, to make some contribution for indigent 
Christians at Jerusalem. Kotvoviay, contribution, collatio henaficiny 
rum. Comp. 1 Cor. 16: 1—4. 2 Cor. vir. rx. Acts 24: 17. 

(27) Evdoxnoav yao... . εἶσι, [1 say] ἐξ has seemed good, for 
they are truly their debtors. Tuo καὶ ὁφειλέται ἀυτῶν εἶσι, assigns 
a reason why it seemed good. Ai is here an intensive, truly, really. 

Ei yao assigns a reason why they are debtors. If the Gentiles 
have shared in their spiritual things, they ought surely to aid them in 
temporal things. Kai intensive, in καὶ ἐν τοῖς Gagxcxoic. 

(28) Τοῦτο... . Snaviav, now when this duty shall be discharg- 
ed, and this fruit made sure to them, I shall pass through the midst of 
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you into Spain. Κ᾿ αρπὸν here means the fruit of the contribution 
in Macedonia and Achaia, the fruit which their benevolence had pro- 
duced. «Σφραγισάμενος, applied to an instrument in writing, means 
to authenticate it, to make it valid, i. e. sure to answer the purpose 
for which it was intended. So here, the apostle would not stop short, 
in the performance of the duty with which he is entrusted as the al- 
moner of the churches, until he had seen the actual distribution of 
their charity among the indigent saints at Jerusalem, a fidelity and 
an activity well worthy of all imitation. 

(29) Οἴδα dé.... ἐλεύσομαι, and I know that when I come to 
you, I shall come with the full blessings of the gospel of Christ. “Ev 
πληρώματι εὐλογίας, with an abundant blessing ; where the first of 
the two nouns constitutes the adjective ; comp. Heb. Gramm. ᾧ 440. ὃ. 

(30) ΠΠαρακαλῶ d2.... Χριστοῦ, now I beseech you, brethren, 
by the Lord Jesus Christ. Aé continuative-—Ava ᾿Πησοῦ Χριστοῦ, 
for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ, i.e. out of love and regard 
for him.— Kal Ova .... πνεύματος, and by the love of the Spirit ; 
i. e. by the affectionate Christian sympathy for the friends of Christ, 
which the Spirit has given you.—vvaywvicacdar.... ϑεὸν, that 
ye strive together for me, in your prayers to God in my behalf; i.e. 
that you unite with me in my Christian warfare, helpmg me by your 
earnest supplications to God in my behalf. 

(31) “a... . “Jovdaig, that Imay be delivered from unbelievers 
in Judea; i.e. pray that I may be delivered from the enemies of the — 
gospel in Judea, whither I am going; for I have reason to expect 
persecution and injury from them. 

Kal iva... . ἁγίοις, and that my service which is for Jerusalem, 
may be ——" to the saints. dtaxovia means, his service in car- 
rying and distributing the contributions of the Greek churches. It 
seems rather singular, at first, that he should doubt whether such a 
charity would be agreeable to indigent churches at Jerusalem. But 
when we call to mind the violent prejudices of the Jewish Christians, 
who were zealots for the law of Moses, we may well suppose that 
some of them would hesitate to come under obligations to Paul, the 
great champion of opposite opinions, and also to the charity of Gen- 
tile Christians, who disregarded the laws of Moses with respect to 

ceremonial observances. 

(39) Ἵνα ἐν... ὑμῖν, [pray] that I may come to you with ner 
if God will, and nn be refreshed among you. “Iva here falls back 
upon προσευχαῖς x. τ. 2., in v. 30.— Ava ϑελήματος ϑεοὺ, Deo vo- 


lente. - 


ROMANS 16: 1, 2. 511 


(33) Ὁ δὲ Geog... . ὑμῶν, now the God of peace be with you 
all ; i.e. may God, the author of peace, who bestows happiness, true 
prosperity, Div , be with you, i.e. aid you, bless you. “μήν, in the 
textus receptus, is of suspicious authority, and is so noted by Dr. Knapp. 
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CHAP. XVI. 


The apostle concludes his epistle, by various affectionate greetings and 
commendations, 1—16. After which he warns the church against those who 
make divisions and give offence among them, i.e. such as practise the con- 
trary of that which he had been enjoining, in the preceding part of his epistle, 
vs. 17,18. He expresses his affectionate desire that they might be kind and 
simple-hearted, and his wish that the God of peace would give them the vic- 
tory over the adversary of souls, the fomenter of discord among brethren, vs. 
19, 20. He then expresses the salutations of several Christian friends and 
companions, who were with him, vs. 21—24; and concludes with a devout dox- 
ology, vs. 25—27. 


(1) «Συνίστημε 02... . Κεγχρεαῖς, now IT commend to you Phe- 
be our sister, who is a deaconess of the church at Cenchrea. Aé con- 
tinuative.— Araxovor, i.e. τὴν διάκονον, for the Greeks used both ὁ 
et ἡ διάκονος. It should be remembered, that in the East, women 
were not permitted to mix in the society of men, as in the western 
world they are at present. They were kept secluded, for the most 
part, in a retired room or yuvaxevoy, to which no stranger could have 
access. Consequently, it becime highly important for the church to 
have ai διάκονοι as well as of διάχονοι, in order that the former 
might look to females who were indigent or sick. Accordingly we 
find the female deacons more than once adverted to, in the epistles of 
Paul; comp. 1 Tim. 5: 10. Tit. 2: 4. ἷ 

Ἀεγχρεαῖς, Cenchrea, was the eastern port of Corinth; for Co- 
rinth itself lay not upon the sea, but had two harbours at some dis- 
tance from the city, viz. Cenchrea on the east, and Lechea on the 
west. It would seem that Phebe was about to sail from Cenchrea to 
Rome, when Paul wrote this epistle ; and it is quite probable, that it 
was sent by her to the church at Rome. ‘The word Keyzoeai is used 
only in the plural, like 407vau. 

(2) Ἵνα. ... ἁγίων, that ye may receive her as being in the 
Lord, in a manner worthy of the saints. That the phrase ἐν κυρίῳ 
means, being in the Lord, i. e. being a member of his spiritual body, 
(comp. 1 Cor. 12: 27. Rom. 12:5. 1 Cor. 10:17. Eph. 1: 22, 23. 
4: 12. 5:30. Col. 1: 24), the various passages in which it occurs 
leave no good room for doubt. So the sentiment here is: ‘ Receive 
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Phebe ails isa μνήμων in stip a manner as becomes Christians, 
i.e. with distinguished kindnegs and benevolence. 

Kai παραστῆτε... .. ἐμοῦ, and render her assistance in any thing, 
where she may need it of you; for she herself has been a helper of 
many, and especially of me. Yor the words παραστῆτε and προστά- 
τίς, see on προϊστάμενος in chap. 12: 8. This hint shews what the 
office of a deaconess was, i.e. what duties it led her to perform. A 
comparison of προστάτις here will serve to cast light on ὁ προϊοστά- 
μένος in Rom 12: 8. 

(3) Πρίσκαν, Prisca, the same as IToioxcade in Acts 18: 2, 26. 
1 Cor. 16: 19. The latter is merely a diminutive, which was com- 
monly applied to women in the way of courtesy or aflection; as Johny 
says to Christians: ‘‘ My Jiétle children.” Both Priscilla and her 
husband Aquila are here called συνεργούς of the apostle — Ly X@vo- 
τῷ /noov, i.e. in the Christian cause. ; 

(4) Οἵτινες... .. ὑπέϑηκαν, lit. who exposed their own neck for 
my life; i.e. who exposed their own neck to the sword, their own >. 
head to be cut off, in order to defend me from harm.— Kai ryv... . 
ἐχχλησίαν, and the church which is in their house, i. e. which habitu- 
ally convenes there. Aquila and Priscilla are spoken of, also, as hav- 
ing a church in their house while at Ephesus, 1 Cor. 16: 19; from 
which some have drawn the conclusion, that only their family, which 
consisted of Christians, are meant by ἐκκλησίαν" a criticism which 
is destitute of support from the wsus loquendi of the New Testament. 
On the contrary, nothing is more natural than the supposition, that 
these zealous advocates of the Christian cause, wherever they sojourn- 
ed, were accustomed to hold assemblies at their own house, for the 
purposes of Christian worship and instruction. All the meetings of 
the primitive Christians must have been in this way, inasmuch as 
they had, at first, no churches or temples where they could convene. 

(5) Epainetus; this and other names which follow down to v. 15, 
designate persons otherwise unknown to us, but who, personally or 
otherwise, must have been known to the apostie.— ᾿Απαρχὴ τῆς wake 
ag, one of the first who embraced Christianity under my preaching 
in proconsular Asia, i.e. Asia Minor, probably in the Roman sense 
of that word.— δὶς Χριστὸν, in respect to Christ. 

(6,7) It appears probable, that the persons here named had rom 
merly been residents in Asia or Greece, where the apostle was ac- 
quainted with them, but had now removed to Rome.— Enionuoe, of 
note, well-known, highly esteemed; ἔν τοῖς ἀποστολοις, among the apos- 
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tles.—Oi .. . . Χριστῷ, who became Christians even earlier than see 
self; where ἐν Χριστῷ can hardly be mistaken. 

(9) “Ayanntov μου ἐν Kugiw, my beloved fellow Christian. 

(10) Tov δόκιμον ἐν Χριστῷ, a tried and appr oved Christian.— 
Τοὺς ἐκ τῶν ᾿ἡριστοβούλου, i i.e. τοὺς ὄντας ἐν Κυρίῳ ἐκ τῶν οἰκεί- 
wy ᾿Αριστοβούλου" comp. the close of v. 11. 

(13) Μητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐμοῦ, his mother and mine; i.e. his 
mother in a literal sense, and mine in a figurative one. 

(16) “Aonaoaod:.... ἁγίῳ, salute each other with a holy kiss ; 
i. 6. greet each other after the affectionate manner of Christians ; live 
together in the kind exchange of Christian salutations and tokens of 
friendship. This custom is extensively maintained, at present, on 
the continent of Europe, among Christian friends, and others also. 
In itself, it is like any external thing, not essential, but only a res 
loci et temporis, depending on the manners and customs of the 
time and place, like the wearing or not wearing of long hair at 
4 Corinth, ete. 

Ai ἐκκλησίαν πᾶσαι, i.e. all the churches in the vicinity of the 
apostle, or those which he had recently visited. This shews the cus- 
tom of the early Christian churches, as to sending expressions of 
brotherly affection for each other, although they were mutual stran- 
gers in respect to personal acquaintance. 

(17) Sxomety, to consider attentively, to beware of —Avyooracias, 
divisions, viz. in the church, among brethren.—2xardada, offences, 
i.e. those who are the occasion of others stumbling and falling, by their 
uncharitableness or their superstition.— Jaga, contrary to, against ; 
comp. Rom. 1: 26. 11:24. Gal. 1: 8,9. Heb. 11: 11— Zxxdivare 
an αὐτῶν, stand off from them, avoid them; i.e. give them no coun- 
tenance or approbation. 

(18) Τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν Χριστῷ, i.e. the Christian cause, or him 
who is the author of Christianity—AocAlq, their own appetite; 1. e. 
they do not labour for the good of the Christian cause, but merely for 
their own private interests, merely to obtain a maintenance. | 

The apostle seems, therefore, to refer here to certain teachers at 
Rome, at this time, who were the authors of division and offence 
there, and whose views extended no farther than the acquisition of a 
maintenance for themselves. 

Kai dua... . ἀκάκων, and by flattery and fair aaohes beguile 
the minds of the sinipth Theophylact : χρηστολογία, χολακεία, 1. 6. 
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flattery —Evhoyias is eulogy, praise-—Kagdiac, minds, like the 
Hebrew 2>.— “καάκων means, those who are destitute of suspicion, 
without guile, simple-hearted. 

(19) “Hyco... . ἀφίκετο, for your obedient temper of mind is 
known among all [the churches]; i. e. the fame of your Christian 
temper, your readiness to obey the gospel, has been spread among 
all the churches. Zao seems here to be used in connection with 
something implied, and which the mind of the reader is to furnish; 
e.g. [I exhort you to do all this], γάρ, because I know that you will 
lend a listening ear. See Bretschn. Lex. on γάρ. 

Xalow otv.... ὑμῖν, I rejoice, therefore, in respect to you; i. e. 
since your obedient disposition has procured you such a good name 
in the churches, I rejoice. 10 ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν, i.e. xata τὸ ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν.---- 
Θέλω 62... . xax0v, and I wish you to be wise in respect to that 
which is good, but simple in regard to that which is evil. He means 
to say, that he desires the Roman Christians not to use their dexterity 
in order to accomplish selfish ends, like the false teachers among 
them; but to be 2 i ps accounted simple or simpletons, in regard to 
doing evil. 

(20) Θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης, may God who is the author of peace, or 
who loves and approves it!—2uvroiwer, Fut. for Optative, like the 
Heb. Future.—2aruvar, Satan, viz. the malignant accuser of the 
brethren, and who delights in exciting the evil-minded to discord and 
division. May God disappoint all his malignant purposes, and pre- 
serve your harmony and kindly affection! The language of this wish 
(συντρίψει) refers to the prediction in Gen. 3: 15. 

(21) Χάρις here means favour of every kind, like the 25 αἰδὼ 
of the Hebrews.— “μήν seems to be spurious. 

(21) Luke and Jason and Sosipater are classed together here, as 
relatives of Paul. If this be Luke the Evangelist, which seems alto- 
gether probable, then it would appear that he must have been of 
Hebrew descent, at least in part; for Paul was “a Hebrew of the 
Hebrews,” i. e. of pure Hebrew descent. Nevertheless, as συγγενεῖς 
does not mark the degree of relation, we can not argue _ this 
expression with much confidence. 

(22) Τέρτιος ὃ γράψας, i.e. who was the amanuensis of Paul, on 
= occasion of writing this epistle. 

(28) Ὃ ἕένος wou, my host; i.e. who has received me into his 
ὙΌΣ and shewed me hospitality ; and who shews an extensive hos- 
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pitality to all Christine. νἀ δ νεών» τῆς πόλεως, the treasurer of the 
city.— Κούαρτος shews the manner in which the Greeks represented 
the Latin gu, Quartus. 

25. The whole now concludes with a general ascription of praise. 
Tp δυναμένῳ, sc. ἢ 4 δόξα, as appears from the close of v. 37. The 
sentence is suspended, after the usual manner of Paul, until he 
resumes it in μόνῳ σοφῷ ϑεῷ.---Στηρίξαιυ, to establish; viz. in the 
Christian faith and practice —Kara τὸ εὐαγγέλιόν μου, in accord- 
ance with the gospel which I preach, agreeably to the principles of 
this—Xai τὸ κήρυγμα, even the gospel of Jesus Christ, i. e. even the 
gospel of which Jesus is the author, or which has respect to him. 
Αηρυγμα is in apposition with evayyédcov and the object of Paul, 
by the whole declaration, is to shew that the gospel which he 
preached was the true one. 

Kate ἀποκάλυψιν... .. σεσιγημένου, [may God establish you] 
in accordance with the revelation of the mystery which was kept in 
silence during ancient ages; i.e. agreeably to the gospel, which was 
not fully revealed in ancient times, but is now brought to light; 
comp. 1 Cor. 2: 7. Eph. 3: 5, 9. Col. 1:26. 

(26) Φανερωθέντος dé.... ϑεοῦ, but is now revealed by the 
Scriptures of the prophets, ΡΟΝ to the commandment of the eter- 
nal God. ‘The apostle refers to the most ancient times, before any 
revelation was given as the χρόνοι αἰώνιοι" next to the Messianic 
prophecies, contained in the Old Testament; and then speaks of God 
as αἰώνιος, who caused these revelations to be made, 1. e. as being the 
same in times past and present.— δἰς ὑπακοὴν πίστεως, in order that 
ebedience to the faith might be promoted; i.e. the gospel was 
disclosed for this purpose; and this too, ἐἐς πάντα ta ἔϑνη, to all 
nations, to Gentiles as well as Jews. 

(27) The apostle now resumes his doxology, begun in v. 25 by 





τῷ δυναμένῳ, with μόνῳ κ᾿ τ.λ. The pronoun ᾧ here might relate — 
grammatically to Jesus Christ, and would most naturally do so. But 


eo, in order to complete the construction, requires to be joined 
either with 7 δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, or else δόξα (or some equivalent) 
must be understood immediately after it. Following the first con- 
struction, we must refer ᾧ to ϑεῴ, and construe it as equivalent to 
αὐτῷ" which wants precedent to confirm it. The second mode of 
construction seems rather hard; but I know not how we can philo- 
logically avoid it. ’ 


δ 
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The subscription, like most of the others in the Pauline epistles, 
is adscititious. Chap. 16: I doubtless gave occasion to it; and the 
matter of it is in all probability correct. But we cannot regard it as 
coming from the hand of Paul; for surely he did not need to inform 
the church at Rome, by a subscription, who it was that conveyed the 
epistle to them, when he had once commended the same individual 
‘to their hospitality. Moreover, competent external evidence of genu- 
ineness is wanting. 








EXCURSUS I. 





On the appellation ὃ υἱὸς τοῦ ϑεοῦ in Rom. 1: 4. (p. 67.) 


Ifa different principle of exegesis be assumed here, and we affirm 
that Christ, as being divine, is called Son, and is so called in order to 
designate his originating from the Father in his divine nature; then the 
objections which may be made, are of a very serious cast, and are too 
numerous to be all recounted, even in an Excursus. I can only glance 
at a few. 

(1) If Son of God necessarily implies, ex vi termini, that Christ as 
to his divine nature is derived ; how shall we construe such texts as the 
following ; viz., “ What and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend up 
where he was before?” John 6: 62. “No man hath ascended to heaven, 
but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of Man who is in heav- 
en,” John 3: 13. Does Son of Man (ex vi termini) indicate the divine 
nature of Christ? This, I suppose, will not be affirmed ; for plainly 
it indicates the ϑεάνϑρωπος, the ϑεὸς ἐν σαρκὲ φανερωϑείς, i.e. it has of 
itself a necessary reference to the incarnate condition of the Saviour. 
Yet when employed as a proper name, we see by the texts above, that 
it can be used to indicate the original and divine nature of the Messiah. 
If not, then these texts would prove, that the incarnate nature of Christ 
had existed in heaven, before he came down from that place ; a fiction 
which we may well rank with the supposed rapture of Christ into 
heaven, and his subsequent descent from heaven, as maintained by So- 
cinus. 

Now as these texts, thus employed, will not prove that the human 
nature of Christ had a prior existence in heaven; so neither will the 
other texts above cited prove that the appellation, Son of God, means, 
the divine nature of Christ as begotten of God, merely because the Father 
is said to have loved him and to have sent him into the world. But, 

(2) If the Son,as God, be derived or begotten, then it must follow, 
that, as God, he is neither self-existent nor independent. It is of no 
avail to say here, that his generation is eternal, and that the method of it 
is mysterious, super-human, and unlike to that of any created sub- 
stance; for one may very readily allow all this, and still ask, whether 
the word generation (let the manner of the thing be what it may) does 
not of necessity, and by the usage of every language, imply derivation 2 
And whether derivation does not of necessity imply dependence, and 
therefore negative the idea of self- “existence 2? ‘This the ancient Fathers 
acknowledged, almost with one voice, asserting that Christ is not αὐτό-- 
ϑεος, but derived from the Father, and begotten of his substance. The 
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at all with the idea of generation, that the Son could vindicate to him- 
self this attribute of divinity. So the Nicene Fathers in their Symbol: 
Seog ἐκ Feov, φῶς ἐκ φωτός. They did truly and really regard the Lo- 
gos as an emanation from the Father ; many of them (most of the ear- 
lier ones), as an emanation from him which took place in time, or rather 
perhaps, as an emanation just before time began. Hence the familiar 
phrase among them, λόγος ἐνδιάϑετος, i. 6. the Logos which was in God 
as his reason, wisdom, or understanding, from eternity ; ; and λόγος προ- 
φορικός, i. 6. "Logos prophoric, uttered, developed, viz. by words. This 
development many of them suppose was made, when God said: “ Let 
there be light ;” others suppose it to have been still earlier, viz. at the 
period when God formed the plan of the world, and thus gave develop- 
ment to his internal λόγος, by the operations of his wisdom and under- 
standing. 

Prof. Tholuck, in his recent commentary on the epistle to the Ro- 
mans, appears fully to maintain (with the ancient Fathers) the depen- 
dence, and to deny the self-existence, of the Logos ; while, with them, 
he strenuously maintains that Christ is dsdc. But one who is so ear- 
nestly desirous of seeking after truth as he is, will not take it amiss, I 
trust, if the inquiry be here made: Whether the human mind can now 
conceive a being to be truly God, who is neither self-existent nor inde- 
pendent? If the Son have neither of these attributes, then is he in- 
deed, what some of the Fathers have called him, ἃ ϑεὸς δεύτερος, and 
nothing more, I will not aver that those are Arians and deny the di- 
vinity of Christ, who believe this ; but I must say, that for myself, if I 
admitted this, I could make no serious objection to the system of Arius. 
The whole dispute between him and those who maintain this creed, 
must turn on the difference between being begotten and being made ; 
both parties virtually acknowledge derivation and dependence ; they dif- 
fer only as to the time and manner of these. Can such topics as these, 
which of course must be mere mysteries, be properly made a serious 
occasion of division or alienation among those who bear the Christian 
name ? 

, The philosophy of the Fathers permitted them to believe in a di- 
vine nature derived. Of course they could maintain the generation of 
the Son as Logos, without any difficulty. But that we can now admit 
a being to be truly God, and worship him as such, who as to his divine 
nature is derived and dependent, does seem to me quite impossible. The 
very elements of my own views (to say the least) respecting the divine 
nature must be changed, before I can admit such a proposition. 

To say that the Son is eternally begotten, and yet is self-existent 
and independent, is merely to say, that the word begotten does not imply 
derivation ; it is to deny that the word has any such meaning, as all 
antiquity and common usage have always ascribed to it. It is, moreo- 
ver, to give up the very doctrine which the ancient church strenuously 
maintained. Tholuck, who appears to maintain the views of the Nicene 
Creed, says (on Rom. 9: 5): “The Father is the original source of all 
being, 1 Cor. 8: 6. John 5: 26; the Son is only the εἰκών of his being, 
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Col. 1: 15. 2 Cor. 4: 4. Heb. 1: 3. But as the image of the divine Be- 
ing, the Son is in no respect different from the Father, but fully ex- 
presses the Being of God. As the church is wont to say: The attribute 
of ἀγεννησία is possessed only by the Father.” Much as I respect this 
excellent man and critic, how can I receive and accredit these declara- 
tions? “The Son is in no respect (in nichts) different from the Father, 
but fully (vollkommen, perfectly) resembles or expresses (ausdriickt) the 
being of God ;” and yet to the Son belongs not ἀγεγγησέα, self-eristence, 
independence, but “ ἀγεννησία belongs exclusively to the Father !” What 
is this more or less than to say: The Son is perfectly like the Father in 
ali respects; and yet, in regard to that very attribute, which beyond all 
others united makes God to be what he is, viz. true and very God, i. e. 
in respect to self-existence (and of course, independence), the Son has no 
participation at all in this, but it belongs exclusively to the Father. In 
other words: ‘'The Son is in all respects like the Father, with the simple 
exception that he is, in regard to the most essential of all his attributes, 
infinitely unlike him’ If this does not lie on the very face of Prof. 
Tholuck’s statement, and on that of all who hold that the Logos is a 
derived Being, then I acknowledge myself incapable of understanding 
either their words or their arguments. 

A mode of reasoning which involves such difficulties as these, should 
not be adopted without very imperious reasons. I know of no such 
ones, unless they be drawn from the expression 6 υἱὸς τοῦ ϑεοῦ under- 
stood in a literal sense, i. e. so far literal as can be possible in respect to 
spiritual beings. Now that one spiritual being can produce another, in 
some way or other, (of course not more humano), will not be denied. 
And if Son necessarily imports derivation, in the divine nature of the 
Logos, it necessarily imports, along with this, dependence ; in other 
words, it necessarily denies self-existence and independence. If any one 
refuses to acknowledge this, then of course he must abandon the mean- 
ing of generation; no matter what the modus of generation may be, 
however mysterious or super-human; this makes no difference as to 
dependence, in case the generation is real and matter of fact. In such a 
case, the diction merely of the ancient Fathers is preserved, while the 
doctrine which they maintained, is clearly abandoned. 

All such as cannot admit the emanation philosophy into their system 
of theology, (the ancient fathers did this), will not regard Christ as ϑεὸς 
δεύτερος, but as ὃ ὧν ἐπὲ πάντων ϑεὸς, εὐλογητὸς εἷς τοὺς αἰῶνας, ‘Opry. 
The Logos, “who created all things,” “by whom all things were cre- 
ated in heaven and earth,” bears at least the highest stamp of Divinity 
UNDERIVED. Who is self-existent, if not the Creator? And who is 
God supreme, if not 6 ὦν ἐπὶ πάντων Geog? If there be any higher 
assertions of Godhead respecting the Father, than these, let those who 
ascribe self-existence only to him, point them out. | 
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On Rom. 3: 28, λογιξόμεϑα γὰρ δικαιοῦσϑαν πίστει ἄνϑρωπον, χωρὶς 
᾿ς ἔργων γόμου. (p. 172.) 


It will be conceded, at once, that before we pronounce sentence res- 
pecting the agreement or disagreement of Paul and James, with respect 
to the doctrine of justification, it is necessary that we should understand 
the meaning of the words which they respectively employ, and the na- 
ture of the object which they respectively have in view. 

First, then, what does Paul assert? He says, that “a man is justifi- 
ed by faith, χωρὶς ἔργων νόμου." The inquiry is fundamental, therefore, 
What does he mean by ἔργων γόμου ὃ 

I answer: He means works which the law requires, works which the 
law makes it duty to perform. That the Gen. case after ἔργον is some- 
times employed to express such a relation, there can be no room for 
doubt; e.g. John 6: 28, 29, ἔργα ϑεοῦ, works which God requires ; 
John 9: 4, τὰ ἔργα τοῦ πέμψαντός με, the works required by him who 
sent me; Acts 26: 20, μετανοίας toya, works such as repentance de- 
mands ; 1 Thess. 1: 3, τοῦ ἔργου τῆς πίστεως, the works which faith re- 
quires ; and 2 Thess. 1: 11, ἔργον πίστεως, in the same sense. 

In like manner, ἔργον νόμου and ἔργα γόμου mean, work or works 
which the law demands. So the phrase is plainly used in Rom. 2: 15. 3: 
20, 28. 9: 32. Gal. 2: 16 (thrice). 3: 2, 5,10. Sometimes νόμου is omit- 
ted, and ἕργον is used alone in the same sense, breviloquentiae causd ; 
e. g. Rom. 4: 6. 9: 12. 11: 6 (thrice). Ephes. 2: 9. 

What works, then, does the law of God require? The answer is: 
It demands perfect obedience. “'The soul that sinneth shall die.” “ Curs- 
ed is he, who continueth not in all things written in the book of the law, 
to do them.” 

It is manifestly on slike ground, that Paul argues the impossibility of 
justification by works of law. In Rom. 3: 19, when summing up his 
argument contained in the preceding part of his epistle, he says: “The 
whole world is guilty before God,” i. e. all men are chargeable with the 
guilt of sin. What follows? The apostle tells us in v. 20: Ait 
4. τ. h., therefore, by works of law no flesh can be justified before God. 

Must not this be true? If the law of God demands perfect obedi- 
ence, and its penalty is attached te every sin, then one sin ruins the 
hopes of man, and effectually debars him from justification before God, 
on the ground of merit or obedience. 

The apostle Paul disputes with those who denied this, and who 
expected justification on the ground of their own meritorious obedi- 
ence; comp. Rom. 9: 30, 31. 10:3; also Gal. 2: 16. 3: 8—13. Rom. 4: 
4,5. To say, then, that a man is not justified by works of law, is (with 
him) the same as saying, that he cannot be justified meritoriously, i. e. on 
the ground of merit or obedience, Rom. 4:5. But as faith in Jesus 
Christ, who died to procure mercy for sinners, so that they might 
be pardoned and accepted, does from its very nature involve the ~ 
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renunciation of claims to merit, and the casting of ourselves on him for 
gratuitous justification ; so the apostle opposes the being justified ὃ 
Saith to the being justified by works of law, the former meaning (with hint 
gratuitous justification, the latter meritorious. Let the reader, now, 
carefully and diligently compare Rom. 4: 4, 5, 14—16. 9:6. Gal. 5: 4. 3: 
1], 12, and he can entertain no doubt of the correctness of this repre- 
sentation. 

We have then before us the object of Paul, in declaring that a man 
is not justified by works of law. It is the same thing as to say: ‘No 
one is accepted with God on the ground of merit or perfect obedience 
to the law, for no one has ever done all which the law requires.’ 

But does this involve the idea, that Paul maintains coop works (ἔργα 
ἀγαϑά) to be unnecessary for a Christian? Nothing could be farther 
from his intention. Are not his epistles filled with the most urgent 
exhortations to Christians, that they should be fruitful in good works ὃ 
Compare now, for a moment, Rom. 2: 7. 2 Cor. 9:8. Eph. 2: 10. Col. 
1; 10. 3: 17. 1 Thess, 5: 13. 2 Thess. 2: 17. 1 Tim. 2: 10. 5: 10 (twice). 
5:25. 6:18. 2 Tim. 2:21. 3:17. Tit. 1: 16. 2: 7, 14. 3:1, 8,14, ete: 
Compare the strain of Paul’s reasoning in Rom. vi—viu.; and then 
say, Is it possible to doubt, for a moment, that Paul urged good works 
as strenuously as James, or as any other apostle ? 

Let the reader mark well, that ἔργα νόμου, and ἔργα ἀγαϑά or ἔργον 
miotens (1 Thess. 1: 3. 2 Thess. 1: 11), are two very different things; dif- 
ferent not so much in their own nature, strictly considered, as in the use 
which Paul makes of them in his writings. With him, ἔργα νόμου 
always designates the idea of perfect obedience, viz. doing all which the 
law requires. But ἔργα ἀγαϑά or ἔργα πίστεως are the fruits of sanc- 
tification by the Spirit of God; the good works which Christians per- 
form, and which are sincere, are therefore acceptable to God under a 
dispensation of grace, although they do not fulfil all the demands of the. 
law. On the ground of the first, Paul earnestly contends, at length, in 
his epistles-to the Romans and Galatians, that no one ean be justified. 
The latter he every where treats as indispensable to the Christian 
character. md 

In a word, when Paul is contending with a legalist, i.e. one wh 
expected justification on the ground of his own merit, he avers that 
justification by works of law or perfect obedience, is impossible. But 
when he is addressing Christians, he tells them that good works are ab- 
solutely essential to the Christian character. ri 

2. Come we then, in the second place, to inquire what is the mean- 
ing and object of the apostle James, in chap. 2: 14—26. ἘΠ] 

He commences by asking: “Of what avail is it, my brethren, if 
aman say he have faith, and have not works?” It is, then, with those 
who make pretensions to Christian faith, and mere pretensions, that the 
apostle has to do. This is clear from the closing verse in the para- 
graph: “For as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without 
works is also dead.” | 

The characters, then, which the apostle James has in view, are 
of a kind directly opposite to those with which Paul was concerned. 

66 
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James is disputing with Antinomians, viz. such persons as held that 
mere speculative belief or faith, unaccompanied by works, was all 
which the gospel demands. He tells them that this is not the case, 
and cannot be. He appeals to the examples of Abraham and Rahab, 
in order to confirm the sentiment which he avows; and asks, whether 
the faith which they possessed, did not codperate with works, when 
they were justified. 

Observe now, that James does not once mention ἔργα γόμου. ‘This 
is not the subject which he has in view. It is ἔργα πίστεως, and these 
only, of which he treats; comp. vs. 17, 22, 26. 

Mark again, that James does not at all maintain, that faith is not es- 
sential to justification. He expressly admits, that ‘ Abraham’s faith co- 
operated with his works, and was perfected by them,’ v. 22. Nay he 
appeals to the very same passage of Scripture, in confirmation of this, 
which Paul appeals to in Rom. 4: 3, when establishing the doctrine of 
gratuitous justification. The work of Abraham which James mentions, 
is recorded in Gen. xx11.; and it took place some 30 years after the 
words were spoken to him, which are quoted in vy. 22. By this work 
(viz. of offering up his son), Abraham “perfected his faith,” and “ ful- 
filled the Scripture which says: Abraham believed God, and it was 
counted to him for righteousness,” vs. 22, 23. In other words: ‘The 
faith of Abraham was inseparable from good works. It shone out in 
the most conspicuous manner by them. And in like manner did the 
faith of Rahab exhibit itself.’ 

James then maintains, that no man has any good claim to the faith 
of a Christian, who does not, at the same time, exhibit good works; in 
ether words, he avers that a mere speculative faith, is not a real 
‘Christian faith. 

When thus understood and considered, how can he be regarded as 
contradicting what Paul has said? Paul maintains that men are justi- 
fied gratuitously, in opposition to legal or meritorious justification. 
James maintains, that a man cannot be justified by a speculative and 
barren faith, but that he must have such a faith as will produce good 
works. Paul is so far from denying that Christian faith must produce 
good works, that he every where strenuously maintains the necessity of 
them. James insists upon it, that a man, in order to be justified, must 
exhibit good works as well as faith ; and that these are essential, in or- 
der to complete and perfect his faith. Where then is the contradic: 
tion ? 

Luther, however, thought that he found it; ; and he rejected the 
epistle of James from the canon of the New Tesnmbint, on this ground, 
calling it epistola straminea. So did the Magdeburg Centuriators; and 
not a few recent commentators have alleged, that James contradicts 
what Paul teaches. But where has Paul taught, that a man is justi- 
fied by faith alone ; and that evangelical good works are not an essen- 
tial condition of his justification before God? 1 cannot find this doc- 
trine in his epistles, or in his sermons. ΤῸ say that he has maintained 
the doctrine of justification without the deeds or THE Law, is saying no- 
thing to the purpose ; for the meaning of this, as above explained, 
contains nothing in opposition to what James has taught. 
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ground of merit, but of grace ; James has taught us, that a faith which 
will entitle one to hope for justification, must be accompanied with 
evangelical obedience. Both are true and faithful teachers ; the doc- 
trines of both are equally doctrines of the gospel. Good works, in the 
gospel sense of these words, are an essential condition of our accept- 
ance with God; but on the ground of perfect obedience to the divine 
law, no one ever was or ever will be accepted. 


EXCURSUS Hil. 
On ϑάνατος in Rom. 5: 12. (p. 309.) 


But here it may be said: ‘Ifthe miseries of the present life, and the 
death of the body, be a part of the penalty threatened to Adam, then 
the subject is implicated in difficulties like to those which have been 
already suggested ; for if these be a part of the penalty of sin, how can 
that penalty be contrasted with the deliverance which Christ has effect- 
ed, inasmuch as he has not effected a deliverance from the evils just 
named? Must not the miseries of the present life, then, and physical 
death, be wholly excluded from the penalty of sin as originally threat- 
ened ἢ 

Some have been led to exclude them, by this train of reasoning ; 
and especially because, as our context abundantly asserts, the blessings 
procured by Christ do greatly exceed the evils occasioned by Adam’s 
sin. Such being the case, they conclude that the death of Christ must 
remove, of course, the very same evils, in all respects, which were threat- 
ened in the original penalty ; and as temporal evils and the death of 
the body still remain, and are universal, they can not suppose them to 
have been included in the death threatened to Adam. But it may be 
said, in reply to this, that it does by no means follow, that even those 
sinners who become the subjects of redemption, are to suffer none of 
the evils threatened against sin. The question, What would be the 
best means of training up men, who should be always sinless on earth, 
for the glory of the heavenly world ? is something quite different from 
the question, How are sinners to be disciplined, in order that they may 
become fitted, and best fitted, for the happiness of heaven? A part of 
the discipline of the latter, (infinite Wisdom has so decided it), must 
now necessarily be suffering and trial ; and as included in this, we may 
also count the death of the body. Paul himself has told us, in the very 
chapter under consideration, that the children of God have reason to re- 
joice in afflictions, inasmuch as they result in patience, approbation, and 
hope, vs. 8, 4; and again he says, that “our momentary [temporal] af- 
flictions work out for us a far more exceeding and eternal weight of 
glory,” 2Cor. 4: 17; and again, that “all things will work together for 
good, to those who love God,” Rom. 8: 28. So far as bodily suffering 
is concerned, for the time being, Christians may suffer as severely as 
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others; and oftentimes they may be the subjects of severe mental, as 
well as bodily sorrows ; but all this finally promotes their spiritual ben- 
efit. Here then is the immense difference which Christ has occasion- 
ed, between their sufferimgs and those of the wicked. So far as mise- 
ry in the present life is concerned, Christians may indeed undergo, and 
do suffer, some portion of that which the penalty of the law threatens ; 
they are truly made to taste, how bitter a thing it is to have sinned 
against God, and how dreadful the consequences of sin would be, if they 
should be subjected to them all. But still, this lesson is, by divine mer- 
cy, made highly salutary, both in weaning them from sin, and in pre- 
paring them for glory. To repeat the words of the apostle: “ All things 
work together for their good.” . In a word, although a portion of the 
penalty of sin (in the modified way just described), is the necessary re- 
sult, in every case, of having sinned ; yet, as Christ redeems us from 
immeasurably the greater part of its penalty, and from all that properly 
pertains to the second death, no valid objection can be made against the 
declaration, that the blessings which the Redeemer procures, do not 
only exceed the evils introduced by the offence of Adam and conse- 
quent upon it, but also that the salvation which he has wrought, is an 
effectual antidote against the curse of the law. Even the small part of 
this, which the believer (as having once been a sinner) must necessarily 
undergo, i. 6. the evils which in the present life he must suffer, are con- 
verted into a means of spiritual blessings to him. This is sufficient 
then, to justify the assertion, that Christ has redeemed us from the curse 
of the law. It is not necessary, that all and every particular of this 
curse should be included in such an assertion; it is enough that the 
very sufferings which Christians undergo, i. e. so much of the curse as 
they do suffer, prove at last to be only “blessings in disguise.” 

But if temporal death merely constitutes the whole of the threatening 
to Adam, or the main part of it, then has the death of Christ failed to 
accomplish the end which Paul asserts it to have accomplished, inas- 
much as all men without distinction are still subjeeted to it. Viewing 
this death, however, as only a very subordinate and inferior part of the 
evil threatened to our first parents; and reflecting that even this is 
made the occasion of discipline, which ends in good ; we may without 
any serious embarrassment maintain, that the death of Christ has been 
the cause of blessings which greatly superalound over the miseries oc- 
casioned by the fall. 

lam well aware, that the passage in 1 Cor. 15: 22, “For as in 
Adam all die, so in Christ shall all be made alive,” has often been ad- 
duced, in order to shew that ϑάνατος in the passage before us means 
only the death of the body. But with Toellner and Koppe I may 
venture to say, that because, in discussing the subject of the resurrec- 
tion (the resurrection of Christians only), the apostle represents Adam 
as having introduced the death of the body, it does not follow, that in 

place, when treating of quite a different topic, and intending 
to shew the full extent of the benefits procured by the death of Christ, 
he could not employ ϑάνατος in its most extensive latitude. Above all, 
I would also add, this does not follow, when it is quite certain, that in 
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the context of this same epistle, aaa Duitatio, Paul does, ὝΝΝ all 
doubt, employ ϑάνατος in its most enlarged sense. It lies, moreover, 
on the face of the whole antithesis which he makes in vs. 12—19, that 
his object i is to exalt the δικαέωμα of Christ, by shewing the greatness of 
the κατάχριμα from which he delivers us, and which was occasioned by 
Adam. But how is this object effected in any important measure, in 
case ϑώνατος means no more than the dissolution of our mortal bodies ; 
a thing, by the way, from which none are at all delivered ? 

Among recent commentators, Schott (Opuse. p. 323, seq.), and Flatt 
(Comment. iiber Rom. 5: 12), incline to the opinion that temporal death 
is meant, in the passage before us ; but Tholuck (Comm. in loc.) is of 
the same opinion as has been given above, and he has defended it with 
great ability. Among other grounds of illustration, he has cited pas- 
sages from the Rabbins to show that ni72 means, fo die in a spiritual as 
well as temporal sense. But this is well known among all who have at- 
tended to their sentiments and idiom; and the Scripture itself contains 
such ample means of illustration, that no appeal to any other source is 
at all necessary. 

The deeply interesting nature of the subject, the difficulties attend- 
ing it, and the efforts of numerous commentators, among whom are 
some highly respected ones, to establish that interpretation of ϑάνατος 
which assigns to it the meaning of temporal death only, are my apology 
for dwelling so long on the topics which this word suggests. 
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On τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος in Rom. 5: 14. (p. 226.) 


In making additional remarks upon τύπος, I observe, (1) That the 
comparison from its very nature aud design, is, as has been stated (p. 
224), antithetic. It may, with more propriety still, be called conrrast. 
Adam was the cause of stn and death ; Christ of righteousness and life ; 
these are the simple elements of the contrast. The apostle himself 
gives notice, immediately after he says that Adam was a τύπος τοῦ μέλ-- 
λοντος, that he does not mean a type of something the same in kind, but 
an antithetic type, or one in the way of contrast ; for he immediately 
subjoins: “Al? οὐχ ὡς τὸ παράπτωμα, κι τ}: He means, no doubt, 
to suggest more than this by vs. 15—17. He designs not only to shew 
that the τύπος was to be understood in the way of contrast, (which in- 
deed lies on the very face of the whole matter, sin and death being the 
objects of comparison on the one side, and righteousness and life on the 
other ); but, 

(2) The same measure or degree of influence in bringing evil upon 
men, is not to be attributed to the first Adam, as is to be attributed to 
the second in respect to bringing grace and ‘salvation ; ἢ χάρις. ες ἐπε- 
φίσσευσε. —To κρίμα ἐξ évog ἱπαραπτώματος] εἰς κατάκριμα, τὸ δὲ χάρισμα 
ἐκπολλῶν παραπτωμάτων εἰς δικαίωμα" and this last sentiment is vir- 
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tually repeated again in vy. 17. Nothing can be clearer than this makes 
it, that the blessings of redemption predominate over the mischief 
occasioned by the fall, yea, greatly superabound. The measure or degree 
then of mischief and of benefit, are not what constitutes the τύπος in the 
case under consideration. This is the more plain and certain, because 
the apostle has so explicitly avowed it, in vs. 15—17. 

(3) Is it the'extent of the evil on the one side, and of good on the 
other, which is a point of resemblance held up by the apostle? That 
is, does he insist that the mischiefs of the fall on the one side, and the 
blessings of redemption on the other, pertain to our whole race without 
exception? A deeply interesting question, and one on which hang 
some very important deductions. In answer to it, I would observe, 

(a) That all of Adam’s race do suffer more or less evil in consequence 
of the fall; all have at least lost the original state of righteousness of 
their first parents, and are subjected more or less to evil of some kind or 
other, even without their concurrence and before any voluntary trans- 
gression. All come into the world in such a state, as makes it certain 
that their appetites which lead to sin will prevail, and that they will 
never have any holiness, until they are born again. Others would go 
still further, and say, that all are born with a positively evil disposition, 
which is itself sin, and the greatest of all sins, inasmuch as it is the 
parent of all transgression; that men have by the fall lost their freedom 
to do good, but not to do evil; and that all men, antecedent to any 
choice or action of their own, are condemned to everlasting death, 
on the ground that they inherit both Adam’s guilt and punishment. 
But without entering now into a discussion of these last points, (for 
which the present is not the appropriate place), [ would merely observe, 
that i some way or other, and in a way which has respect to the character 
and miseries of the human race, Adam’s offence has affected them all. 

(b) As the counter-part of this, it may with equal truth be said, that 
the blessings procured by Christ, affect all the human race without excep- 
tion, in some important respects. The suspension of the execution of 
the original sentence upon Adam, saved our race from immediate de- 
struction. All the good that comes to sinners, the blessings of provi- 
dence and of grace, the light of truth, the forbearance of God to pun- 
ish—in a word, all the means of grace and the offers of mercy, the new 
dispensation under which “God can be just and yet the justifier of him 
that believeth in Jesus”—are all the fruit of Christ’s great and glorious 
work. Most of these blessings are common to all; and the whole of 
them are proffered to all, without distinction. So far, then, we may 
truly say, the mischiefs on the one side, and the blessings on the other, 
are co-extensive with the human race ; and this antecedent to, or inde- 
pendently of, any acts which are properly their own. 

(c) But it is important also to note, that there are spiritual blessings 
i.e, actual pardon and justification, which do not come upon all men 
without distinction, but only on those who believe. These blessings are 
indeed proffered to all; they are open to all; they are accessible to all. 
But they are not actually conferred on all; they are not actually pos- 
sessed and enjoyed, except by believers : Uk he who believeth, shall be 
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leas and he ΜῈ believeth not, shall hd eine It is necessary, then, 
in order to become an actual participator in these blessings, to believe ; 
i.e. the acts of penitence and faith, acts which are our own, are the con- 
ditions of enjoying these highest blessings of the gospel; conditions, 
without which they cannot be enjoyed. 

And now—the other part of the contrast; which will not be so easily 
conceded, perhaps, by many of my readers. Does the wllimate and 
highest part of the sentence of death, the second death, i. e. future misery, 
which was threatened to Adam, come on all his posterity without any 
act of their own, or real and personal concurrence with the sin of their 
ancestor? So the apostle does not say; for he says that “death pas- 
sed through upon all men, because that all have sinned,” i. 6. (as we 
have seen above) in their own persons: But you will say, that the 
apostle affirms in v. 19, that “by the disobedience of Adam many, i.e. 
all, were constituted sinners.” I grant this; I believe fully what this 
passage affirms. But to say, that Adam’s disobedience was an occa- 
sion, or ground, or instrumental cause of all men’s becoming sinners, 
and was thus an evil to them all; and to say that his disobedience was 
personally theirs ; is saying two very different things. I see no way in 
which this last assertion can ever be made out by philology. But more 
of this, in the remarks on the text itself of ν. 19. 

Besides ; how utterly unlike in this last case, would be the points 
of comparison. It is plain that none can enjoy the higher blessings pro- 
cured by Christ, without the personal and voluntary acts of repentance 
and faith; does it not seem equally true, now, that none will suffer the 
higher penalties of the curse threatened to Adam, without their own 
voluntary transgression? If this be not the true state of the case, how 
can the superabounding of grace, asserted so repeatedly in ys. 15—17, 
be in any way defended? If we say, that sentence of eternal perdi- 
tion in its highest sense, comes upon all men by the offence of Adam ; 
and this without any act on their part, or even any voluntary concur- 
rence in-their present state and condition of existence, then, in order to 
make grace superabound over all this, how can we avoid the conclusion, 
that justification in its highest sense comes upon all men without their 
concurrence ? 

I am aware, indeed, that some commentators have rial Adam 
here the representative of all the human race, and Christ the represen- 
tative of only the elect. But this seems to me plainly to be forbidden by 
the nature and design of the contrast, as well as by the πάντας ἀγνϑρώ-- 
πους in v.19. Nor is there any need of resorting to this forced and 
unnatural construction, (for so [ cannot help feeling it to be), if we take 
into view the suggestions above; viz., that on the one hand, blessings 
are proffered to all, blessings much greater than the evils occasioned by 
the fall; which blessings still can be actually enjoyed, only through 
repentance and faith: while, on the other hand, eternal death is before 
all, i.e. all are exposed to it from their condition and circumstances, but 
a personal act, i.e. actual sin, must necessarily precede it. I see not 
how to escape from this conclusion, unless I give up a part of the su- 
perabounding of the grace of the gospel, or else take the position that 
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. 
Christ is here presented as merely the head of the elect. The first can- 
not be given up, because the apostle so often asserts it; the last cannot 
be received, without doing violence to the laws of interpretation, and to 
the nature of the contrast presented. 

In regard to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel, it must 
be noted, in order to avoid mistake, that I do not construe it as apper- 
taining to the number of tts subjects, but to the number of offences for- 
given by it, the greatness of evil removed by it. It is a point perfectly 
clear, that the superabounding cannot consist in the number of subjects 
to whom grace is extended ; for the evils of Adam’s fall extend to all 
his race without exception, and how can the grace of Christ extend to 
more than all? This makes it clear, that the superabounding has refer- 
ence to the forgiveness of the many offences which men commit, and 
which expose them to far greater evils than the one offence of Adam 
does ; as it is asserted by the apostle in v. 16. 

There is one other point, also, which should not be omitted in this 
reference to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel. This is, 
that the gospel places all men under a dispensation of grace, where peni- 
tent sinners can be pardoned and accepted ; while a dispensation of law, 
(such was that under which Adam was first placed), subjects them to its 
penalty without reprieve, for the first offence which they commit. It 
cannot escape notice, then, that we are now, notwithstanding the nu- 
merous and dreadful evils occasioned by the fall, under a far more 
favourable dispensation in respect to an opportunity for making sure our 
final happiness, than we should have been by being placed in the origi- 
nal condition of Adam. Pres. Edwards has taken great pains, in his 
book on Original Sin (p. 324, seq.), to justify God’s dealings with Adam’s 
posterity, in charging Adam’s sin upon them, by endeavouring to shew, 
that mankind had a most favourable trial in Adam, and one which was 
much more likely, in the nature of things, to result in their good, than 
if each had stood upon his own trial. Now if there be any foundation 
for this, and indeed if we simply admit that each in a state of innocence 
must have been tried as Adam was, then the fact that he fell, and the 
conclusion thence to be deduced by analogy that they would fall, seems 
to render it pretty certain, that the whole of our race would have been 
involved in final and irretrievable ruin by being placed under a law dis- 
pensation, as Adam first was. Grace superabounds, then, above the evils 
of the fall, in that Adam lost for men only an innocent legal state—one 
in which men were on trial, and from which they might fall; while 
Christ has procured for them a dispensation of grace, under which many 
and aggravated offences are no bar to the salvation of the penitent. 

I speak of a legal state in which men were to be on trial, because I 
am not able to find one text of Scripture, nor any good reason, to sup- 
port the idea, that if Adam had obeyed, all his posterity would have 
been born in a state not only of perfect, but of confirmed holiness. 
Where is one sentence in the book of God of such an import? And 
where is any argument to be obtained from analogy ? The angels have 
had their trial, and some of them “kept not their first estate.” The — 
first human pair had their trial, when directly from the hands of their ; 
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Maker ; and they fell. But supposing they had not fallen ; surely there 
is no ground to expect, that their posterity would have been born into a 
condition better than that in which the first pair were created. As far 
as we know any thing of the history of rational beings, so far it is 
clear, that it is the indispensable rule of divine moral government, that 
all should be subject to a state of trial. If then the views of Pres. Ed- 
wards and others on this subject, appear to be unsupported either by 
the Scriptures or by analogy, how can we admit them? And is not 
this truly the case ? 

I return from this partial digression, however, and observe, that in 
regard to the extent of mischief on the one hand, and of blessings on the 
other, in the case under examination, so much is clear; viz., that a loss 
of an original state of holiness; an imperfect state or condition of our 
nature, in which it is certain that the sensual passions will get the vic- 
tory and lead us to sin, and certain that we shall never have any holi- 
--Mess without being born again ; and also a subjection to many temporal 
trials and distresses ; are evils brought upon all men by the fall—and 
on all without any distinction, and without any act or concurrence of 
their own. ‘The antithesis to this is, that all men are placed by Christ 
under a dispensation in which they can be redeemed from the power 
and penalty of their sins, (with the exception that more or less of evil is, 
and as things now are must be, temporarily experienced in the present 
world); and that all men enjoy the bounties of Providence, the calls of 
mercy, and the offers of eternal life; and thus much, without any act 
or concurrence of their own. This goes far towards satisfying all the 
demands which the nature of the apostle’s comparison requires, Indeed, 
we might rest fully satisfied with this. All men have indeed experi- 
enced evil, in consequence of Adam’s fall; but all men are placed, on 
the whole, in a better situation at present, notwithstanding all the evils 
which they suffer, to secure their final happiness, than Adam was in 
his original state of trial, when the consequence of one offence was ir- 
remediable death. 

If then the τύπος of the apostle is to be understood as having refer- 
ence to evils and blessings that come on all Adam’s posterity without their 
concurrence or act, we find sufficient here to answer all the demands of a 
τύπος. But if any insist that it shall be extended still farther, and be re- 
garded as having respect to the highest penalty on the one hand, and the 
highest blessings on the other ; then neither is the one inflicted, nor the 
other bestowed, without the concurrence of each individual, who sins and 
suffers for himself, or repents and believes for himself in order to receive 
the highest blessings which Christ bestows. I do not object to extending 
the τύπος in such a way ; except that it must be understood, when thus 
extended, not of penalty in the higher sense as actually inflicted, nor of 
blessings in the higher sense as actually bestowed, but of exposedness to 
the penalty on the one hand, and exposedness (sit venia verbo comparati- 
onis causa) to blessings on the other. Nothing more than this can indeed 
ever be made out; for that everlasting death will actually be inflicted on 
all of Adam’s race, of course can never be proved; and as little, therefore, 
can it be made out, that everlasting life will actually be bestowed on all. 
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This subject, properly considered, will afford relief to the mind, 
which is struggling with difficulty arising from the assertions of the 
apostle, which represent the blessings procured by redemption as being 
coéxtensive with the mischiefs introduced by the fall. The evils and 
blessings in question are in many important respects coéxtensive ; and 
in their highest sense, they are both supended on something which is to 
be done on the part of man, in order either to suffer the one, or to enjoy 
the other. What hinders, then, that Adam in respect to the evils which 
he introduced, should be contrasted (as Paul has contrasted him) with 
Christ, in respect to the blessings introduced by the lattter ? 

Will it be said, that I am not consistent with myself in some of 
these representations; for in my remarks on uvertog in v. 12, I have 
laboured to shew that it means evil of every kind, both in this world and 
that which is to come; while in my remarks in the paragraphs imme- 
diately preceding, I have represented men as exposed to temporal evils 
only, on Adam’s account? If this should be said, my reply is, that I 
have only done what the apostle had before done, viz. represented all 
men as subject to death in the sense above maintained, “because that 
all have sinned.” Just so far as personal sin goes, so far death follows 
in its train, death spiritual and eternal. But it does not follow that 
the highest and immeasurably the greatest part of the penalty must of 
course be connected, in every instance, with the suffering of some tem- 
porary and inferior part of it in the present world; for the redeemed 
themselves all suffer this latter part; so that all the blessings which 
Christ has procured, do not remove the whole of temporal evil. And in 
regard to those who die in extreme infancy, or in the womb, they may 
in like manner undergo similar evils, without our being able to conclude 
from this, that they are subject to everlasting death independently of 
any act or choice of their own with respect to sin. There is, beyond 
all doubt, a sense in which all men without exception do suffer in con- 
sequence of Adam’s sin; and this, as has been stated above: and so 
there is a sense in which all in like manner enjoy benefits procured by 
Christ, as has also been stated. These depend neither in the one case 
nor the other, on any act of ours. But there is a higher sense in which 
ϑάνατος is suffered and διχαέωμα enjoyed, and this as connected only 
with our own individual and voluntary actions. Are not the blessings, 
that come to us undeserved and without any concurrence or act of ours, 
equivalent to the evils-to which the fall of Adam has subjected us? 
They are; nay, they are immeasurably greater. The single fact, that 
we are now placed under A DISPENSATION OF GRACE, proves this beyond 
all reasonable question. Why may not God, then, in consistency with his 
benevolence and his design of subjecting us to trial, bring us into exist- 
ence in such a condition, that we are exposed to various trials and evils, 
especially when these are counterbalanced in the manner that has been 
intimated? And if we are now exposed to everlasting death, and bring 
sentence of this upon ourselves, so soon as we begin to act as moral 
agents, (which no doubt is our case); it is equally true, that even in this 
condition, everlasting life is accessible to us—yea, much more within 
our certain reach, than it was within that of Adam in his first estate. Is 
it not true, then, that “where sin abounds, grace superabounds ?” 
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It is no contradiction, therefore, to say that ϑάνατος means every 
kind of evil, and that all have sinned and are subject to it, (for the 
meaning of course is, all who were capable of sinning:) ; and yet to say, 
that such as are incapable of sinning for themselves, and such as are 
redeemed from the curse of the law, do still undergo a small portion, 
and no more, of the evils included under the curse. It is not the less 
true, that “ Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the law,” because 
trial and sorrow and temporary suffering must be endured by all Chris- 
tians, as the world now is. Mark well that Paul does not aver, that 
the blessings procured by Christ do in all respects stand directly op- 
posed to the evils introduced by Adam, so as to prevent their occurrence 
at all, in any degree. He only avers that blessings superabound, and 
that they are of the like extent with the evils. We have seen that this 
is true ; and we have abundant assurance, also, that all the sufferings 
and sorrows of this life will turn to good account in respect to those who 
love God. This does not shew that they are not evils in themselves; 
nor that they are not a part of the curse; but only that the curse itself 
may be converted into a blessing, by that infinite power and wisdom 
and benevolence which have redeemed man. It sets the redemption 
of Christ in a new and glorious light, that such are the effects of it ; 
and in such a light it was the design of Paul to place it, in the paragraph 
before us. As I have before said, suffering and sorrow in some degree 
may be necessary (so infinite Wisdom has adjudged) to our discipline 
in our sinful and fallen state; but they can never detract from the 
superabounding of the blessings which the gospel has introduced. I 
observe, 

(4) That the τύπος is not between the person of Adam as such, and 
that of Christ. The apostle does not undertake to compare the personal 
qualities of the one with those of the other; it is the act of one and its 
consequences, which is compared with the act of the other and its conse- 
quences. It is παράπτωμα and κατάκριμα on one side, and ὕπακοή and 
δικαίωμα on the other. Nor, 

(5) Does the apostle any where declare Adam to be the federal head 
and representative of all his posterity 5 nor Christ to be the federal 
head of his spiritual children. It is indispensable, indeed, to the admis- 
sion of this idea, that Christ be regarded as the federal oud of the elect 
only. But we have seen, that the representations of the whole passage 
do not accord with such an exegesis. Indeed, the whole doctrine about 
federal head appears to have had its rise in the time of Augustine; it 
was variously modified and represented by the Schoolmen; but never 
fully developed in its present form, until the time of Cocetiusy who 
gave occasion to it by his manner of considering the covenants of law 
and grace. Whatever may be correct or incorrect in the usual repre- 
sentations about federal head, it appears to be superadded to the Scrip- 
tures ; there being nothing in the Old Testament or the New, that I can 
find, which contains any such declarations. At the most, the point in 
question can never prefer any higher claims to our reception, than that 
of being a déduction from what is said. It is a deduction which seems, 
in some respects, to present nothing inconsistent with biblical doctrine ; 
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but I may safely add, that this particular form of theology does not seem 
to be essential, either to the Christian doctrine of depravity or of re- 
demption. 

But I must not dismiss the subject of τύπος, or comparison between 
Adam and Christ, without noting, 

(6) That Calvin points out two other exceptions to resemblanee, i. 6. 
two points of dissimilitude, between Adam and Christ, which he says the 
apostle did not think unworthy of notice, but which he omitted to no- 
tice, merely because the turn of his discourse did not allow him to do it. 
These are, (a) “Quod peccato Adae non per solam imputationem dam- 
namur, acsi alieni peccati exigeretur a nobis poena; sed ideo ejus poe- 
nam sustinemus, quia et culpae sumus rei, quatenus scilicet natura nostra 
in ipso vitiata, iniquitatis reatu obstringitur apud Deum. 

“ At per Christi justitiam alio modo in salutem restituimur; neque 
enim id nobis accepta fertur, quia intra nos sit, sed quod Christum ip- 
sum cum bonis suis omnibus, Patris largitate nobis donatum posside- 
mus.” Calvin then adds, (which let those note well, who hold that 
Christ’s righteousness does in a proper sense become our own): “ Itaque 
donum justitiae non qualitatem qua nos Deus imbuat, sed gratuitam jus- 
titiae imputationem significat.” 

(b) “Altera [differentia] est, quod non ad omnes homines pervenit 
Christi beneficium, quemadmodum universum suum genus damnatione 
Adam involvit.” He then goes on to state that the ground of this is, 
that ‘our corruption comes in the course of nature, (he means that it is 
transmitted by natural generation), and so pervades the whole mass ; but 
we must possess faith in order to participate in the blessings proffered 
by Christ. To be depraved it is necessary only to be a man; to par- 
ticipate in the righteousness of Christ, one must be a believer. The 
infants of believers have by covenant a right of adoption, by which they 
come into communion with Christ; other infants are not at all exempt 
from the common lot.’ Comm. on Rom. 5: 17. 

But here one is led spontaneously to ask: How can it be shewn, 
that such as have never voluntarily done good or evil, do, merely by the 
possession of a human nature, become obnoxious to death in the higher 
and more dreadful sense of this word ; and especially, after consulting 
Rom. 9: 11, and meditating deliberately upon the sentiment which it in- 
volves, how can one affirm this of infants? In regard to the extent of 
evils and of blessings through Adam and Christ respectively, I have 
said all which I deem requisite in the paragraphs above. In the sense 
in which one is suffered or liable to be suffered, so the other is enjoyed 
or is accessible. I feel no need of exempting extent from the τύπος or 
comparison, — 

With regard to another point, namely, how or why Adam’s: poster- 
ity become liable, like himself, to sentence of death, Calvin, like most of 
the leading and distinguished divines of the Reformation, held that Ad- 
am’s sin or guilt is transferred from him to us, by natural descent; and 
that it is because we are one with him in respect to crime, that we be- 
come one with him in respect to punishment. The same sentiment he 
inculeates in his Comm. on Rom. 5: 12, 
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It is time to bring these remarks to a close. Before I do this, how- 
ever, I shall take the liberty once more to present very briefly the sum 
of them. 

I. Ports or pissimititupE. (1) The whole is contrast ; the nature 
of the things presented on each part, is dissimilar and opposite; sin 
and misery are on the one side, righteousness and happiness on the 
other. (2) The degree or measure of evil occasioned by Adam, is greatly 
exceeded by the blessings which Christ procures. (8) It is not the 
person of Adam as such, nor of Christ as such, which is the object 
of the τύπος" it is παράπτωμα and κατάκριμα as connected with the 
one, and @ ὑπακοή and δικαίωμα as connected with the other. (4) There 
is nothing in our text, or in the meaning of τύπος, which asserts, or 
obliges us to receive, the usual doctrine of federal head in Adam and in 
Christ ; although there are certain things taught, which would not seem 
to disagree, in a certain sense, with such a construction. 

IL ῬΟΙΝΥΒ or acruat siminitupe. (1) Sin and misery were intro- 
duced by the one; pardon and happiness by the other. 'The similitude 
here respects the one individual, as being the cause or occasion of so 
many important consequences; in other words, Adam and Christ were 
each authors of what affected the whole human race. (2) All men are, 
without exception, affected by Adam/’s fall, so as to subject them to 
many evils here, and to expose them to death in the highest sense ; 
while all men, on the other hand, do receive blessings in this world 
which are more than a counter-balance of the evils that Adam occa- 
sioned, and they enjoy access to eternal life in a surer and more certain 
way than that which was first enjoyed by Adam. 

Let the reader now fix his thoughts on the real similitudes designed, 
and he will then find the remainder of the text immediately before us 
comparatively easy. 
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oe Rom. 5: 19, διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατε- 
στάϑησαν οἱ πολλοί. (p. 243.) 


Having said so much in my Commentary, in order to make some ex- 
planations with regard to this subject, I now feel compelled to say still 
more, in order to prevent any misunderstanding of what I have said. 
I design also to propose some additional considerations to reflecting 
minds, relative to the interesting, embarrassing, and much disputed top- 
ic of original sin. All the questions which may easily be asked relative 
to it, never have been answered, and probably never will be, in the 
present world ; but free and full discussion may contribute to cast 
some light on the most important and interesting of them. I cannot 
expect, indeed, as matters now are in respect to theological sentiment, 
that every reader will approve of all my views; but I may ask, and 1 


do hope that each one will cheerfully grant me permission, ᾿ἀληδάνον : 


ἐν ἀγάπῃ. 
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In what I have to say, (which of course must here be only in the 
way of mere hints), I shall begin by a brief review of the various theo- 
ries which have been proposed and defended, in regard to the influence 
of Adam’s sin upon his posterity. 

I. The common theory of the Symbols or Creeds of the Reformed 
Churches, and of the leading divines in them of earlier times, is as fol- 
lows: viz. Original sin consists, (1) In the want of original righteous- 
ness, (2) In the positive and entire corruption of our nature, i. e. in the 
existence of forbidden lusts and desires connate with us, which are pos- 
itive evil in themselves, and deserving of damnation ; and are also the 
root and ground of all other evil in us. (3) Not only have men lost 
original righteousness, and become by natural generation the subjects of 
desires and affections positively bad, but they have lost their freedom to 
do good, and are now free only to do evil, and in rebus civilibus. 
(4) All these evils, i. e. the whole of this state and condition, is propa- 
gated from one man to another by natural generation. (5) Hereditary 
depravity, still, is not a part of our concreated substance ; it is not one 
of the pura naturalia ;* but it is an invariable accident of the same. 
(6) The prevailing sentiment has been, that the sin of Adam is charged 
to us; and that on account of this, as well as of hereditary depravity, 
independently of all actual sin, we are justly subjected to the penalty 
of the second death. Melancthon called this impia opinio, at first; but 
he seems gradually to have given way to it; Bretschn. Dogmatik, II. p. 
36, 2d edit. (7) The prevailing sentiment has been, that original sin, 
as thus defined, is fixed, constant, invariable, unaffected by time or 
circumstances, and uniform in all ages, in all nations, and among all 
individuals. Pres. Edwards labours abundantly to establish this idea, 
for substance, in Part 1. Chap. I. § 2, of his Treatise on Original Sin. 

The detail of evidence which would establish the correctness of this 
statement, is of course excluded from such a work as the present. I 
must content myself with referring to the Protestant Symbols, and to 
the leading divines, especialy the older ones, among Protestants. Some 
discrepancies have indeed existed, in respect to more or less of the par- 
ticulars stated ; but of the more rigid school, nearly all, among the old- 
er writers, have concurred in the substantial part of the statement as 
given above. 

The difficulties that are suggested to the mind, by an attentive ex- 
amination of this theory of doctrine, are somewhat appalling. I pro- 
ceed summarily to state a few of them. 

(1) It is common for almost all the writers who advocate the natu- 
ral propagation of Adam’s sin and condemnation, to compare it with 
the propagation of certain tastes, defects, peculiarities of temperament, 
inclinations to certain vices, etc., which are often and every where de- 
veloping themselves among our race. But it is unfortunate for this. 





* So the old school divines call those qualities which are essential to human 
nature, as such. What makes a good man or a bad one, is one of the acciden- 
tia, and not essence ; what is necessary to make a man or human being, be- 
longs to the pura naturalia. | 
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reference, that the propagation in question has nothing of the uniformity 
or extent which they assign to original sin. The son of a man who 
has one eye or one leg, is not born defective. The children of mutes 
have perfect senses. The offspring of almost brutalized parents, are: 
sometimes remarkable for opposite qualities. Nothing can be more va- 
riable, inconstant, and diversified, than every thing of this nature is. 

(2) If the descent of original sin is to be explained on such grounds, 
viz. the common law of parents propagating their own qualities; then 
why are not the children of pious parents also pious? At least, why is: 
not original sin greatly modified and diminished in the children of such 
parents? Pelagius urged this question on Augustine; to which the 
latter replied: ‘The children of Jews are born uncircumcised.’ Pela- 
gius might have rejoined: ‘The children of parents with one eye, are 
born with two; and then the balance would have been again poised. 
In reply, however, to the suggestion just made, we are told, 

(3) ‘That the law of propagation depends not on our immediate an- 
cestor, but on our connection with Adam.’ On this it may be remark- 
ed, first, that if the propagation is in the manner contended for as above, 
i.e, agreeably to the common laws of our nature, then why must it not 
depend on our immediate ancestor? Take now the favourite represen- 
tation of Pres. Edwards, viz. the root and branches of a tree: I ask 
then, does the topmost branch derive its sap from the one next to it, or 
immediately from the root? But secondly; if the law of propagation 
depends solely on our connection with Adam, then is the difficulty still 
not diminished. Adam became penitent after his fall; at least so the 
promises made to him, and the mercy shown him, would seem to im- 
ply ; and so most divines have admitted. Then, as this happened be- 
fore the procreation of his children, why did he not propagate to them 
his penitence, as well as his sin, his reward as well as his punishment ? 
These considerations serve to shew, that if it be true that Adam’s sin is 
propagated, it will not do to appeal to any of the common and usual laws 
of our nature in propagation, in order to support this idea. But, 

(4) There are other difficulties. ‘ Original sin,’ it is said, ‘is uniform 
and invariable, in all circumstances, ages, and individuals.’ It is, then, 
not capable either of increase, diminution, or modification. 'The most 
ardent piety diminishes it not; the highest profligacy does not add to it. 
The children of the most eminent saint, and of the veriest fiend, are on 
the footing of entire equality in this respect. 

How can one help asking, now, whether there is indeed any sin 
among men, in their present state, (if perhaps what is called the unpar- 
donable sin be excepted), which is incapable of all diminution, increase, 
or modification, by any actions whatever on the part of the individual 
who is the subject of it? Does the Bible reveal to us a sin, which is 
incapable of diminution by the sanctifying grace of God, by penitence, 
self-denial, and a holy life ? Or which is incapable of increase by aban- 
doned wickedness? What would any man say to this, who had sim- 
ply read the Scriptures, and never been trained to system in theology ? 

And here the pressure is so great, that inconsistency usually comes 
in to the relief of such palpable difficulties. The divines of the Refor- 
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mation hold, beyond all questien, that regenerating and sanctifying 
grace do diminish the power of sin—of all sin. Admitting this now, as 
we surely must, then we may be permitted to ask: Why should origin- 
al sin be still propagated in its full strength? Is it Adam that begets 
us, or our immediate ancestor ? 

(5) ‘ Original sin,’ they say, ‘is not concreated ; it is not one of the 
pura naturalia ; it is accidence, not substance ;? and yet it is ‘invariable, 
uniform, always and every where.’ Now logicians tells us, that only 
substantial and essential qualities have such predicates as these last. Is 
it not a contradiction, then, to assign to original sin a nature uniform 
and invariable, and yet to deny that it is an essential part of the human 
constitution ? 

(6) We are told, that ‘original sin is the cause and ground of all ac- 
tual sin.’ Yet we are also told, that ‘ original sin is equal, uniform, and 
invariable in all.’ Of course, then, all must originally be equally de- 
praved ; and under the like temptations, all must exhibit the very same 
degrees of wickedness. The same cause, in the same degree, must 
produce the same effect, whenever there are no special counteracting 
causes. But this is contrary to fact. Not only do men in a natural 
state, who belong to the same neighborhood, but those of the same 
family, differ widely from each other as to the degree of their wicked- 
ness. How then can a cause exist, uniform in degree as well as nature, 
which does not produce uniform effects in the same circumstances ? 

(7) If Adam’s sin be propagated in the way of natural generation, 
then why were not his other sins (as well as his first one) committed 
before the procreation of his children, propagated to his descendants ? 
And why, as before asked, are not his penitence and pardon propagated, 
as well as his sin and punishment ? 

(8) If propagation be the ground of transmitting sin, then why are 
not all the sins of all our ancestors, from Adam down to ourselves, 
brought down upon us, and propagated to us? In this way, why must 
not the sins of Adam’s posterity forever go on, in the way of an arith- 
metical progression ? 

The idea of propagating sin, then, is liable to some appalling objec- 
tions ; at all events it is so, if we include the manner in which it has 
usually been stated and defended. Other remarks, which might be 
made on the theory of original sin as above stated, will find a place in 
the sequel. 

II. Another theory is, that Adam’s sin becomes ours merely as to 
the punishment due to it; i. 6. his sin is ours simply and purely by im- 
putation or putatively, while the consequences of his offence are really 
and truly ours. : 

This theory of course abandons the ground that Adam’s personal 
sin is propagated to us; I mean that it must do so, if consistent with 
itself. In respect to the sentiment which constitutes the basis of it, I 
have already said enough in my commentary on Rom. 5: 12—19. I 
merely remark here, that this ground is clearly not the ground of the 
Creeds of the Reformation, and of the leading reformed divines. That 
it is encompassed with more formidable difficulties, in respect to moral 
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justice, and even moral possibility, than the first theory above examined, 
must be apparent, one would think, to every man who will well and 
thoroughly examine it. 

Those who hold this theory usually maintain, that our depravity is 
not only connate and innate, but that, being such, it is also the punishment 
of Adam’s sin which is imputed to us. There are, however, some very 
formidable difficulties in the way of this. For, (1) The sin, in this case, 
of Adam’s posterity, i.e. their original sin, is, by the very ground of the 
theory, merely putative, not real and actual. But what is the punish- 
ment? Actual, to be sure, according to the statement of those who 
advocate this theory ; and actual, indeed, in a tremendous degree. The 
punishment begins with our being; it is connate and innate, and con- 
tains within itself not only the commencement of a misery which is 
naturally without end, but is, at the same time, the root and ground of 
all other sins which we commit, and which serve unspeakably to aug- 
ment our condemnation and misery. Now can the human mind well 
conceive, that perfect justice would punish with actual and everlasting 
and inevitable corruption and misery, beings who are sinners only 
putatively, i. e. in mere supposition and not in fact? For myself, I can 
only say, that all the elements of my moral nature set themselves spon- 
taneously in array against such a representation as this. It is one of 
those cases, which make it necessary for me to be made over again, and 
have new and different faculties, before I can admit its ruth. Nor, 

(2) Can it be brought, in any tolerable measure, to accord with the 
views which the Bible gives of divine justice. How can we make it 
harmonize with the declarations in Ezek. xvim.? Or with many other 
parts of the Bible of the same tenor? But this is not all; for, 

(3) The supposition contains a ὕστερον πρότερον within itself. Ac- 
cording to the tenor of it, punishment begins before the crime. It is co- 
etaneous with the original elements of our being. It begins before 
distinct perception, and understanding, and reason, and moral sense, 
are developed. It begins antecedent to all sense of duty, and antecedent 
to all knowledge of moral rule. Such punishment, therefore, precedes 
transgression, for “where there is no law, there is no transgression ;” 
and surely there is no law, where there is no moral sense, nor reason, 
nor understanding, nor perception, But how can justice make punish- 
ment preeede transgression? “The soul that sinneth shall die,” is the 
order in which Heaven has placed the matter. Sin comes first; pun- 
ishment is the fruit or consequence. By the theory before us, the 
reverse is the case. Punishment precedes all personal demerit; and 
sin follows on as the result of our punishment ! 

Nor is this at all relieved, by saying that ‘sin does precede punish- 
ment, in this case, inasmuch as it is Adam’s sin for which we are pun- 
ished ; for this is only affirming, that putative or supposittilious guilt, is 
followed by real and actual punishment. How does this diminish the 
difficulty of the case ? ; 

‘But after all,’ it will doubtless be said, ‘you have repeatedly admit- 
ted the idea, that all of Adam’s posterity are affected by his offence, and 
have sustained great losses thereby, and are subjected to many evils. 
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Why should you now decry the very sentiment which you have so often 
admitted ?” 

That I have admitted thus me in regard to the present world, 
and sufferings in our present state, and also the moral degradation of 
our nature, in consequence of Adams fall, I readily concede. I do 
fully believe all this. But this is, after all, something very different from 
proper punishment. The fall of Adam brought our race into a new 
state of probation, one exceedingly different in several respects, from 
that in which he himself first was. The whole race are now heirs by 
nature of a frail and dying state; they are no longer in that state or 
condition, in which they are inclined to holiness. And this comes on 
all, without any concurrence of their own. But all this too, may still 
be regarded in another light than that of simple punishment. It is trial ; 
it is discipline; it is probation, sui generis. Adam has brought us into 
this state, I freely concede. But Christ has more than made good all 
its apparent or real disadvantages. “Grace superabounds.” If evils come 

_on our race because of Adam’s sin, more, far more, than an equivalent 
is rendered for them, by the grace of the gospel. On the whole, then, 
our present condition is not to be viewed in the simple light of punish- 
ment for Adam’s sin; but in that of trial or probation sui generis, 
adapted to our fallen nature, and adapted to restore us to the original 
image of God in which man was created. Not that in itself alone, our 
condition would be such as I have now described; but viewed in rela- 
tion to what Christ has done for us, it has become such. What would 
be proper to preserve beings perpetually holy, in their pure and happy 
state, may be quite different, in some respects, from that which is neces- 
sary to restore beings to holiness, who now possess a fallen nature. All 
evil, or suffering and trial in the present world, is not punishment; and 
all which we have not brought on ourselves by our own sin and folly, 
may be well regarded in the light of discipline, which is adapted to our 
present condition. 

There is, also, an inexpressible difference between our temporary 
evils here, and the endless miseries of a future world. The theory 
which I am opposing, makes all our race the heirs of the latter, antece- 
dent to any’ oluntary exercise of their own, and merely on the ground 
of Adam’s offence. If this were true, then would it follow, that Rom. 
V. 12—19 establishes a redemption from future misery as wide as the 
mischief of Adam’s sin has spread; and this without any act on the 
part of the sinner. But as such a redemption would be a contradiction 
of the first-principles of the New Testament; so its corresponding anti- 
thesis, i. 6. the mischiefs occasioned by Adam, cannot, in themselves, 
‘be the direct, efficient, and universal cause or ground of the eternal dam- 
nation of all men. If so, the whole comparison must be destroyed, i. e. 
the actual resemblance of the two cases be virtually denied ; for men 

_ by their own repentance and faith, and only on this condition, become 
partakers of the highest blessings of the gospel; their own acts, then, 
“must make them the final heirs of eternal damnation. 

_ For these reasons, while I admit that many things, which in and by 
themselves are evils, were brought on all our race by our original pro- 
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genitor, yet I hold, at the same time, that there is more than a balance 
for them, conferred on all, or proffered to all, by Christ. But in regard 
to the second death, my belief is, that it must be an act strictly our own, 
which subjects us to this; as really and truly as it must be an act of 
our own, viz. that of repenting and believing, in order to secure an in- 
terest in the salvation proffered to us. 

I cannot admit, therefore, the theory above exhibited ; nor can I 
persuade myself, that the same objections may be justly made against 
the views which I have admitted above, as may be made against the 
theory under consideration. This theory seems, in fact, to be much 
more exceptionable than the opinion of the Reformers in general, which 
has been examined under No. I., and which professes to make our own 
actual guilt precede our punishment. 

ΠῚ. Another explanation of the meaning of Rom. 5: 12—19 has 
been, that Adam first set the example of sinning, and his posterity have 
only followed his bad example. 

This explanation denies the degenerate condition of Adam’s poster- 
ity, and places them, in effect, on the same ground with him in his orig- 
inal state of holiness. But this is not only contrary to the numerous 
declarations of the Scriptures, but irrelevant to the subject which the 
apostle is labouring to illustrate. For if only the force of Adam’s exam- 
ple has led his posterity to sin, how can we account for the sins of such 
of his posterity, as never knew any thing of his example? Or if ex- 
ample he the principal or leading cause of all sin, then whose example 
did Adam follow, when he committed the first sm? And why charge 
the occasion of our sins upon Adam, if example be the principal ground 
of them, when they should with much more propriety be charged 
upon those of Adam’s posterity, who are immediately connected with 
each individual that sins? On the whole, this theory is palpably unsat- 
isfactory, and insufficient to remove the difficulties in question. Espe- 
cially must it be so considered, when we take into view the expiatory 
death of Christ as the ground of justification. For if, as the theory in 
question represents, the example of Adam was the occasion of the sin 
and death of all men; then must it follow, that the example of Christ is 
the cause of obedience and life to all men. This is, indeed, a doctrine 
which has been taught by some; but clearly not by Ssellibowe Paul, 
nor by any of his colleagues in office. Sif 

We come, then, 

IV. To the simple facts and declarations of Paul, and of the Ben: 
tures, relative to the subject before us. These are, 

1, That Adam’s first sin was connected with the sin and consequent 
condemnation of all his posterity. It was, in some sense or other, a 
preparatory or occasional cause. Setting aside the implied affirmation 
of this in v. 12 (εἰσῆλϑε .. - διῆλϑε), it is expressly asserted in v. 15, 
that τῷ τοῦ ἑνὸς παραπτώματι οὗ πολλοὶ ἀπέϑανον' in v. 16, we have τὸ 
μὲν γὰρ πρέμα ἐξ ἑνὸς εἰς κατάκριμα" in v. 17, τῷ τοῦ ἑνὸς παραπτώματι ὃ 
ϑάνατος ἐβασίλευσε διὰ τοῦ ἑνός" in y. 18, δι ἑνὸς παραπτώματος, εἰς. πάν-- 
τας ἀνϑρώπους εἰς κατάκριμα" and in v. 19, διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς 
ἀνϑρώπου ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατεστύϑησαν οὗ πολλοί. It seems to me to be im- 
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possible, without doing violence to the Scriptures, to deny that Adam’s 
first offence is here asserted to have a connection with, or an influence 
upon, the sin and consequent condemnation of all his posterity. But 
How, ts not said. Let the reader mark this well. Paul neither asserts 
that Adam’s sin is propagated ; nor that it is imputed to us without any 
act of our own ; nor that it is ours merely by the force of example. 
Nor does he say, that hereditary depravity is the ground and cause of 
all sin, (how could he say this, when Adam sinned without it?) nor 
that we are condemned without being actual sinners. ΑἸ] this has 
been often said for him, and in his name; but he does not once say 
this for himself. Why now should we attribute to him our own theo- 
ries, and then insist on their being a part of Scripture? At all events, 
if we can make out any theory, as to the modus of original sin, it must 
be merely by deductions from what the apostle has here said, or from 
other declarations of the Scriptures, which we can find elsewhere. 
How much can be made out in this latter way, we shall have further 
occasion to inquire in the sequel. 

2. We may justly gather from Rom. V. 12—19, that the evil con- 
sequences of Adam’s act, may be placed in antithesis to the good which 
Christ has procured for the human race. The apostle goes no farther, 
in this passage, than to declare that on the one hand sin and death were 
occasioned by Adam; on the other, righteousness and life are introdu- 
ced by Christ. But from other parts of his writings we learn, that men 
in a state of nature, i. 6. before regeneration, are all destitute of any ho- 
liness ; and that all who can sin, have sinned. Of course we necessari- 
ly draw the inference, that men are born destitute of such a disposition 
to holiness as Adam had in his primitive state ; and this from the fact 
that they never, before regeneration, do any thing which is truly good 
and holy, but always sin in all their actions of a moral nature. This 
makes a wide difference between their present natural state, and the 
original condition of Adam. And into this natural state they are born, 
as we have reason to conclude, in consequence of Adam’s fall. Al- 
though the apostle does not specificate the particular point in which the 
fall injured all men, yet as he so often asserts the fact itself that it did in- 
jure them, it must of course be allowed, that in some way or other the 
truth of this fact is developed. In what way, then, is this developed, 
if not in the manner just stated, viz. by our being born into a state des- 

. titute of all disposition to holiness, and with passions and appetites, 
which, situated as we are, will certainly lead us to sin, and always lead 
us to sin, in all our actions of a moral nature? The fact that we now 
have such a nature, and that such is the result in respect to our passions 
and appetites, the Scripture testifies, and the experience of all ages and 
nations testifies. How this came about, Paul seems to me to declare, in 
the passage under consideration. 

I must add here, however, in order to guard against all misunder- 
standing, that our sinning is not to be regarded as necessary, in the 
sense of being compulsive. The faculties to sin do not make men sin- 
ners; otherwise Adam and the fallen angels were sinners, before their 
first transgression, T'emptation to sin does not make men sinners, even 
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when they feel its power; for our Saviour was tempted “in all points 
as we are,” yet without sin. The possession of desires and appetites 
which are pura naturalia does not make men sinners ; for they are es- 
sential to men as human beings, and our Saviour possessed them: as 
did Adam before his fall. It may also be said with truth, that moral 
sense, conscience, reason, judgment, are all attributes of the natural man ; 
that they are pura naturalia: and all these are designed to contend 
against passions and desires that would lead us to evil, to restrain them, 
to control them, and keep thém within their proper bounds. God has 
not left men, therefore, even in their fallen and degraded state, in a con- 
dition in which they have any excuse for their sin; as any one may 
see and must feel, who will attentively read Rom. 1: 19—32. 2: 14, 15. 
3: 9—23. It is impossible to overlook the fact here, that the apostle 
considers the abuse of reason and conscience by the heathen, in virtue 
of which they ought to have resisted their sinful inclinations, as render- 
ing them altogether inexcusable before God. 

Whatever then may be the degradation in which we are now born, 
(degradation compared with the original state of Adam), we are still born 
moral agents ; free agents; with faculties to do good, yea, all the facul- 
ties that are needed. If we are born with passions and affections at- 
tached to our natures which, may lead. us to sin, we are also born hay- 
ing a moral man within us to remonstrate against the abuse of our pas- 
sions. 

The fact that the degradation of our whole race is connected with 
the first sin of Adam, is, 1 acknowledge, a matter of divine sovereignty, 
altogether beyond our power to fathom. We can speculate and reason 
about it, and wonder; but it becomes us to bow in humble submission. 
More than we have lost, the gospel assures us has been given to us by 
Christ. We see enough to know, that even in our fallen state our sins 
cannot be charged upon the Author of our nature. They are strictly 
our own. ‘That Adam was in some sense the cause or occasion of our 
degradation, is clearly taught; but that his sin was our sin—where is 
this taught? I cannot find it. I can find only, (what appears to be the 
sum of all that Paul has taught relative to this subject), that such was 
our connection with Adam, that his fall has occasioned more or less of 
evil to all his race without exception; that all are despoiled of that ho- 
liness which belonged to him in his original state ; and that all are in a 
condition in which ruin will ensue, unless there be some deliverer. On 
the other hand ; it is made equally apparent, that such a deliverer has 
appeared; that he has by his wonderful grace and mercy, made such 
an arrangement as that the evils, which come on all without exception 
through the act of Adam, may be made the means of spiritual good ; he 
has placed all men, destitute of righteousness such as Adam had in his 
original state, under a dispensation of mercy and pardon, where salvation 
is more accessible and certain to the penitent, than it was in paradise 
to Adam, while under a mere law dispensation; and to all those who 
bring on themselves the higher penalty of the divine law by their own 
personal ill-desert, he has procured eternal redemption, if they will ac- 
cept it. Is it not true, then, that “grace superabounds?” Are we 
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obliged to τόϊδοῦ the doctrine of our fall in Adam, as either ποθ ΜΝ Μη, 
or as dishonourable to God ? 

But 1 must leave a multitude of interesting questions, because of my 
limits; remembering that my main design is commentary, not didactic 
theology. A few miscellaneous remarks, however, all of which pertain 
to topics of importance, (but which, from the nature of the present case, 
cannot be arranged in the order of a regular dissertation), I cannot, out 
of justice to myself and my subject, refrain from making. 

I. There are serious difficulties in thé way of those, who maintain 
that original sin consists in a disposition or inclination that is connate 
with us, is antecedent to all sinful choice and volition, and is in itself not 
only sinful, but the basis and ground of all subsequent sin. For, (a) Ad- — 
am sinned without this. (6) The apostle appears to contradict this in 
Rom. 9: 11, “'The children being not yet born, neither having done any 
good or evil ” If it be said, that done good or coll here means only the 
external actions ; Pres. Edwards and others who maintain the above the- 
ory, have precluded themselves from such a reply, by averring that 
“nothing is good or bad, except as it proceeds from a good or bad prin- 
ciple or disposition of the mind;” which principle, with them, is antece- 
dent to all choice and action. Consequently, when the apostle denies 
that the children had done either good or evil, he must deny that there 
was any principle of good or evil in them, if this theory be true. Nor 
is this all. Bad deeds and good ones, evil done or good done, every one 
should know, means, in the language of the Bible, every kind of evil and 
good, whether internal or external. When it is said that “God will 
reward every man according to his works,” the meaning surely is not 
‘according to merely his external actions.’ The account of infants in 
Is. 7: 15, 16; in Jonah 4: 11; and in Deut. 1: 39; compared with Rom. 
4:15. 1 John 3: 4. James 4: 17. Luke 12: 47, 48. John 9: 41. 15: 22— 
24. Rom. 1: 20, 21, 32, casts strong light on the explicit declaration of 
Paul in Rom. 9: 11. For the substance of these declarations of the — 
Scriptures, is, that “to him who knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, 
it is sin ;” that where there is no such knowledge, i. 6. “where there 
is no law, there is no transgression,” for “sin is ἀνομέα, “i. e. want of 
conformity to law; of course a voluntary non-conformity must be meant, 
the voluntary non-conformity of an intelligent, rational, moral, free agent ; 
for no other is capable of sin, unless we would maintain that inanimate 
substances, and brutes, and ideots, and madmen, are sinners. ‘Thus one 
class of texts above cited, teaches. Another class as clearly shews, that 
our sins bear an exact proportion, in respect to their heinousness, to the 
degree of light which we have, and the motives to holy obedience by 
which we are urged ; all which of course implies, that if we were in a 
state in which we had no light, and were incapable of perceiving or 
feeling the force of any motives, then we should not be sinners. Anoth- 
er class, moreover, developes to us very clearly, that infants are incapa- 
ble of the knowledge in question. Even of the child Immanuel is this 
explicitly asserted; and the assertion is made, moreover, concerning 
him afier his birth, Is. 7: 15: 16. The very same thing is explicitly af- 
firmed also by Moses, concerning all the very young children of the 








EXCURSUS V. ON ROM. 5: 19. 543 


Israelites: “ Your children, which in that day had no knowledge be- 
tween good and evil,” Deut. 1: 39. To the same purpose is the text in 
Jonah 4:11. It is the like view of little children, which the Saviour 
presents, when he says to his disciples: “ Except ye be converted and 
become as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven,” 
Matt. 18:3. Again: “Suffer little children to come unto me, for of 
such is the kingdom of heaven,” Matt. 19: 14. Mark 10: 13, Luke 18; 15, 
16. So likewise the apostle Paul: “Howbeit, in malice be ye chil- 
dren,” 1 Cor. 14: 20. These comparisons do not imply, that little chil- 
dren are positively holy, I know of no declaration in the Bible of such 
import. But they do seem to imply, that they are innocent, (innocuous), 
i.e, that they are not the subjects of positively sinful passions and 
affections, such as malice, ambition, etc. ;~for on any other ground, how 
could they be made the objects of such a comparison as they here are ? 

And now what says conscience, to such declarations of the divine 
word as these? Can these declarations accord with the view of connate 
depravity held up by Pres. Edwards and the Symbols of the Reforma- 
tion? According to them, sin exists antecedent to all volition, choice, 
or action ; it is connate and innate ; it is invariable and invincible; for 
it is propagated uniformly by natural generation; the children of the 
highest saint have just as much of it as the children of the vilest profli- 
gate ; and what is more thaf all, it is this very sin, as Edwards most 
explicitly maintains, which is not only the ground and root of all actual 
sin, but it does itself include all the guilt which aman can have, in as 
much as all virtuous or vicious choice is no further virtuous or vicious, 
except as it proceeds from a virtuous temper or disposition of mind 
which preceded it; Edwards on Orig. Sin, p. 149 seq. How Adam 
could have sinned, on this ground, remains, I must think, a problem 
incapable of solution ; for he surely had, according to the same writer, 
a holy disposition, antecedently to the first act of sin. But dismissing 
this, 1 remark, that the theory of Pres. Edwards on this point, and that 
of most of the older Reformers along with him, (not tospeak of Augus- 
tine and many others), does seem to me to be plainly at variance with 
the explicit declarations of the Scriptures, to which I have adverted 
above, and equally at variance with the first dictates of our unbiassed 
feelings and our reason. All men pronounce infants to be innocent, un- 
til theory bids them contradict this. The spontaneous conclusion of 
every moral feeling and of conscience, is, that “ where there is no law, 
there is no transgression.” Nay, I may say, that the distinction every 
where admitted, among the very divines themselves who defend the 
Symbols of the Reformation—the distinction made in respect to origi- 
nal and actual sin, does of itself shew that their minds, after all, strug- 
gled to get away from the repulsive parts of their theory. Pres. Ed- 
wards, indeed, goes deeper into this matter ; and doing away actual sin, 
resolves all sin into the antecedent disposition, i.e, into original sin or 
connate depravity, p. 150. Thus, before children have any knowledge 
at all, yea, while they are in the womb, they are not only sinners, but 
all the sin which i is ever to be committed by them, is in them in embryo. 
Gerhard, the 6 πάνυ of the older Lutheran divines, who has written a 
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system of theology in twenty two quarto volumes, says, explicitly : 
“ Semen, ex quo formamur, est immundum, et peccato infectum,” Vol. IV. 
Ρ. 326; an assertion which, extravagant as it may seem, is as capable 
of defence, as that an infant in the womb is an actual sinner; which 
the apostle Paul explicitly denies, Rom. 9: 11. 

Much then and sincerely as I reverence the immortal men who 
fought the battles of the Reformation, and those who have followed in 
their steps, and illustrated and defended what they wrote; much as I 
reverence that most eminent man of God, Pres. Edwards, one of the 
deepest thinkers, clearest reasoners, and most pious ministers that has 
lived in any age or country; yet [ feel bound to reverence what I must 
regard as the decisions of the Bible still more. Those decisions relative 
to the point in question, do seem to me, after long and painful examin- 
ation, to be plainly and explicitly against them; and my creed as a 
Protestant is, that the Scriptures are the surFiciENT and onLy rule of 
faith and practice. 

Of course it cannot for a moment be supposed, that such men as 
the Reformers and their followers would have defended the doctrine 
that has been questioned above, unless they apprehended that the Serip- 
tures could be justly appealed to as defending it. Accordingly they 
have appealed to many texts for this purpose. Such are John 3: 6. 1 
Cor. 2: 14, 15. Rom. 3: 9—24. 5: 6—10. Eph.2: 1, 3,5. Rom. 5: 122— 
19. Gen. 6: 5. 8: 21. Job 15: 14—16. Proy. 22: 15, and others of a sim- 
ilar tenor; all of which prove that the natural unregenerate state of 
man, is a state of alienation from God, and one which needs the regen- 
erating and sanctifying influence of the Spirit of God; and no more, 
But when this state of alienation begins, is not decided by these, or by 
any such texts. Whether it be, as Gerhard maintains, in semine ; or 
whether it belongs to the infant in the womb, as Edwards and the Re- 
formers maintain ; the sacred writers do not declare, by any or all of 
such texts. Gerhard, however, appeals to Ps. 51: 5, in support of his 
assertion ; so also, the Reformers and their advocates in respect to this 
point, appeal to the same text in support of the like assertion. And gen- 
erally this text is the object of direct and special appeal, on the part of 
those who maintain the connate and innate depravity of infants. Ps. 51: 
5, literally translated, runs thus: “ Behold, I was born in iniquity ; and 
in sin did my mother conceive me.” ΤῸ whom then does the iniquity 
spoken of in this place belong? To the mother or the child? I ven- 
ture to say, that exegetical considerations alone considered, must leave 
this case doubtful. It may be, that David means to say here; ‘I am 
sinful and descended from a transgressor!’ i.e. I am the degenerate 
plant of a strange vine. Rosenmiiller however, and after him Bretschnei- 
der (Dogmatik II. p. 47), maintain, as most others had before done, 
that the words must be applied to the child. And why? Because, say 
they, ‘it is ratio misericordiae which David makes use of; i.e. David 
urges his native depravity as an appeal to compassion, and as an apolo- 

gy for his sin. A singular reason enough, in a Psalm of such humbling 
ae as this contains ! 

But I will allow, for the sake of argument, that the passage applies 
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to David, and not to his mother. Then comes the question: Are the 
words to be literally understood? If you maintain this, (and this is 
maintained by those who defend the usual doctrine of original sin), 
then I ask, how is Ps. 58:3 to be explained: “The wicked are estranged 
from the womb ; they go astray as soon as they are born, speaking lies.” 
Now when this latter affirmation, in its literal sense, can be made out, 
then may we take the former part of the verse in its literal sense—and 
then also we may take Ps. 51: 5 in its literal sense. But we cannot 
with propriety do this, until the exegesis in question is made out. 

Nor is it a singular thing that the expression here is to be taken in a 
modified sense. God says of Jeremiah: “ Before thou camest forth out 
of the womb, I sanctified thee,” i. e. set thee apart as a prophet, Jer. 1: 
5. So Gal. 1: 15,16. Such an expression is a strong one, which is in- 
tended to designate the earlier period of one’s life. But what kind of 
life is intended in Ps. 51: 5, moral or physical life? The nature of the 
case is a sufficient answer. At all events, if the exegesis which is put 
on this passage by the advocates for the usual views of original sin, be 
correct, then does it appear to contradict the explicit declaration of Paul 
in Rom. 9:11. Consequently this exegesis cannot be consistently 
urged ; for the, sense of the latter passage is clear, and is made so by the 
exigency of the place and the nature of the apostle’s reasoning. 

To maintain that infants may have original sin, which is the cause 
and ground of all other sins, and comprises the guilt of them all; and 
yet to maintain with Paul, that “the children who are not yet born 
have done neither good nor evil;” is impossible, unless we can shew 
that the Bible sets forth two sorts of sin, the one connate, and the other 
the result of choice and action. But where are these to be found ? 
Nay—supposing such a distinction to be made—how could Paul affirm 
of children not born, that they have done neither good nor evil, provided 
they have the ground and cause of all evil in them, and that which ren- 
ders all their subsequent actions criminal? How could he do this, 
when actions, doing, ova, are in the Scriptures predicated of the internal 
as well as the external man ? 

Fully to vindicate all that I have said in the few paragraphs above, 
would demand a book, instead of a few pages. I have only to add, 
therefore, that so strongly does this view of Paul and of common moral 
feeling impress itself on the mind, that Pres. Edwards, although his 
book is mainly built on entirely an opposite theory, viz. the usual one 
in respect te positive sinfulness antecedent to all choice and action, not 
only intimates that a different view is reasonable, but occupies a whole 
chapter in order to establish it. In p. 28 he says: “It is agreeable to 
the sentiments of the best divines, that all sin originally comes from a 
defective or privative cause.” In Part IV. chap. 2, p. 307, seq., he has 
argued at length against the idea of “any evil quality being infused, im- 
planted, or wrought into our nature by any posilive cause or influence 
whatever, either of God or the creature; or of supposing that man is 
conceived and born with a fountain of evil in his heart, such as is any 
thing properly positive.” He goes on to aver, that “the absence of 
positive good principles,” and “the withholding of special divine influ- 
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ence,” and the “leaving of the common natural principles of self-loye, 
natural appetite, etc., which were in man in INNOCENCE,” is sufficient to 
account for all the corruption that appears among men. A signal in- 
stance, indeed, of the triumph of the spontaneous feelings of our moral 
nature over the power of system! For in his whole book, he has gone 
directly counter to this; assuming the common theory of the Protestant 
creeds, viz. that there is a positive unholy principle, connate with man, 
which is itself a sin worthy of eternal death, and is the basis of all other 
sins. But here, supposing man “to have only the common natural 
principles which were in him in a state of 1nNocENCE,” he finds no diffi- 
culty in accounting for it, that he becomes altogether corrupt. What 
is this, but to bear spontaneous testimony to the views of Paul, in Rom. 
9: 11, and to the first and simple dictates of moral feeling ? 

IL. It is more important that we should know our lost condition in 
our natural state, than it is that we should know how it came about. 
Accordingly, there is nothing in all the Old Testament, not even in 
Gen. 11. which gives a history of the fall of man, that turns our atten- 
tion to the connection of Adam with his posterity, or represents him as 
their federal head, or shews the influence which his sin has had upon 
them. ‘There is nothing in the New Testament which does this, ex- 
cepting Rom. 5: 12—19. 1 Cor. 15:22. I am aware that many other 
texts have, by construction, been made to speak so; but I cannot help 
the conviction that it is not voluntary testimony. And now, when 
Paul brings up the subject, in both instances it is solely for the sake of 
contrasting the evils occasioned by Adam with the good occasioned by 
Christ, in order to set off the latter to the best advantage. Why 
should we make so much of this subject, as some do, while the Scrip- 
tures have thus treated it? That we are in a ruinous state; that 
we must perish without redemption; that we deserve to perish ; are 
plain, incontrovertible facts. That we must be born again in order 
to see the kingdom of God, and that we are “by nature,” i. 6. in our 
natural. unregenerate state, “children of wrath,” is clear. That the 
sin of Adam was connected with all our evils in some way, is cer- 
tain. More than this, i.e. the manner in which this connection is occa- 
sioned, we may dispense with knowing, until we can find it taught in 
the Scriptures. 

Is it not a matter of surprise, in case the sacred writers did really es- 
timate the comparative importance of the subject of our connection with 
Adam as some modern divines have done, that such a deep silence 
should pervade the Old Testament concerning it, and that in the New 
Testament only Paul should break this silence in two instances merely, 
and in each of these, merely for the sake of presenting a contrast, which 
is designed to magnify the work of Christ ? 

III. Which now of the two principal views taken of the natural state 
of man, presents the most cogent reasons for penitence and humility ? 
Which inculcates the deepest sense of our need of a Saviour ? 

Can there be any doubt as to the answer? If man, fallen as he is, 
has still in his fallen state all the faculties necessary to do good, and has 
a moral sense, conscience, judgment, reason; if, “not being yet born, 


EXCURSUS V. ON ROM. 5: 19. 547 


he has not done any good or evil” (Rom. 9: 11), and_he sins altogether 
of his own free will and choice whenever he does sin ; then it is indeed 
true, that he “is guilty of death ;” then is punishment not only threat- 
ened, but altogether deserved ; then is he justly exposed to the condem- 
nation of “those, who have known their master’s will and done it not ;” 
then has he incurred the awful penalty of those, who “know to do good 
but do it not.” Can any but an almighty Saviour deliver sinners of 
such a character as this ὃ 

But supposing now, on the other hand, that men are born with a 
positively evil disposition, which is itself sin, and incurs eternal death 
antecedent to all choice and action ; supposing them to have, (as Pres. 
Edwards asserts, p. 27) “a propensity [tu sin] that is invincible, or a 
tendency which really amounts to fixed, constant, unfailing necessity ;” 
and supposing this propensity, thus implanted in their natures and an- 
tecedent to all choice and action, is the basis or ground of all subse- 
quent sins: then indeed men may need redemption; they are truly in 
a ruinous state ; they are indeed objects of our pity and of overwhelm- 
ing misfortune ; but where is the aggravated measure of their voluntary 
guilt, which the Bible charges upon them as agents altogether free? 
Where is the deep sense of accountability for faculties and moral sense 
and reason abused? Can there for a moment be any hesitation here, as 
to the question: Which system presents the greater guilt of men, the 
more urgent need of redemption, the more awful exposure of sinners, 
and the unspeakable greatness of their salvation? How little then of 
justice in averring, as has often been done, that such views (as I have 
been giving above) of our natural state, tend to diminish a sense of our 
need of a Saviour! Nothing can be further from correctness than this. 
The sinner’s guilt is rendered beyond description more aggravated, by 
this method of viewing his condition. 

IV. What system agrees best with proper views of God’s justice 
and our own accountability ? 

What is our own act, we feel accountable for; not for that which 
was done by another, without any concurrence on our part. This is 
an immutable law of our moral sense. Justice keeps pace with desert ; 
retributive and perfect justice punishes only for personal desert. These 
are, I had almost said, self evident principles; and can it be that such 
principles leave any doubt how to answer the above question? But, 

V. I still readily concede, that no theory in regard to the original 
condition of our nature, can entirely clear up all the difficulties of the 
case. The permission of sin lies at the bottom of all the real difficulty ; 
and this, as it is a matter of fact, can never be removed, in our present 
imperfect state. Now whether I say that men are born sinners, and 
are thus chargeable with Adam’s sin; or whether I say that they are 
born destitute of original holiness, and with passions which they will 
abuse, and certainly abuse; the main difficulty is not fully explained. 
The latter is, in some sense surely, an arrangement of an overruling 
providence ; for who placed men in their present condition ? There can 
be but one answer. If then we go, as in this case, a little further round 
before we come to the main difficulty, we are still unable to shun it al- 
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together. Even if we say merely, that all men imitate Adam’s exam- 
ple, and so are ruined in this way ; one might ask: Who then arrang- 
ed the condition of men, so that this example would come before them? 
There is no end to such questions, and in the same way we may ob- 
ject, if we feel disposed so to do, to all other theories that have ever 
been proposed. The difficulty at the bottom, is an arrangement which 
admits of sin. The main thing which can be said in explanation of this, 
as it seems to me, is, that probation implies power and opportunity to 
sin. Without these probation is a mere name, and not a thing. The 
question being decided, whether an intelligent being shall be put on 
probation, it is of course decided that he can sin. 

So far now as this difficulty is concerned, there is no system of ex- 
plaining our present condition as sinners, which can wholly avoid it; 
although it does not press equally hard on all systems; at least, the 
mode of presenting it in some, is less obnoxious than in others. After 
all, however, on account of other difficulties pertaining to other points, 
such as have been already adverted to above, I feel myself compelled 
to reject the predominant theory of Pres. Edwards, in respect to origi- 
nal sin, and to regard his subordinate one, (if I may so call it), as being 
the most consonant with the Scriptures, and with our moral sense and 
judgment. It is certain, that many appalling difficulties which lie in 
the way of the former theory, do not stand in the way of the latter. 
This is enough, as it seems to me, to determine our choice. But in 
making this choice, we need not keep out of sight the idea, that some 
difficulties, and, if you please to insist on it, some great ones too, are 
common to all the theories. But these may be summed up in one sin- 
gle thing, viz. the admission of sin into the moral world ; which is a pro- 
blem of no easy solution by any system ; and which, afier all the circu- 
itous routes that are or have been taken to avoid it, comes in some 
measure into our path at last, and presents an obstacle in whatever part 
of the way it meets us. 

VI. The view which has been given above of Rom. 5: 12—19, if 
correct, serves to shew that this passage cannot be justly regarded as as- 
serting the doctrine of universal salvation. We have seen, that as there 
are some evils which come upon all-men without any concurrence of 
their own, so there are blessings and privileges, (i. e. the common bless- 
ings of providence, the means of grace, and above all a dispensation of 
grace), which are bestowed on all without their concurrence. But al- 
though, on the one hand, evils do indeed come on all without distine- 
tion; yet on the other, so far as it respects these evils, they are all capa- 
ble of being made blessings to the penitent; and they do indeed be- 
come so. So much is true, in regard-to the present world. In respect 
to a future world, the higher penalty of sin, or the second death, comes 
only on those who do themselves sin; their own personal act must con- 
summate their destruction : and so in the opposite case, eternal redemp- 
tion, though freely proffered to all, and although all are under a dispen- 
sation of grace, is actually bestowed only on such as repent and believe. 
The comparison of Paul between evils on the one hand, and blessings 
on the other, does not permit us to go farther than this. The “super- 
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abounding” of grace has no respect to the number of persons, (how can 
this be the case since the evils of Adam’s transgression extend to all 
without exception ?) but to the number of offences ; see Rom. 5:16. The 
use which has often been made of the passage in question for the pur- 
pose of establishing the doctrine of universal salvation, seems therefore 
to have no good foundation. 

VII. But, on the ground of the above explanation, how shall the 
question be answered: Whether infants need a Saviour, and whether 
they are saved by Christ ? 

These questions have often been produced, as an overwhelming 
objection against such an explanation as I have given. I cannot so 
consider them. At least, if there be any embarrassment in the case, it 
is one which strikes other important parts of Christian doctrine with 
equal force. For example: “He that believeth, shall be saved ; he that 
believeth not, shall be damned.” [ ask now: Do infants believe? I 
suppose this will not be asserted. Can they be saved? This will not 
be denied. Calvin himself allowed this of the children of saints. Is 
the above declaration of the Saviour, then, contradicted by the salvation 
of infants? No, not at all. Why? Because, when Christ says: “He 
that believeth shall be saved,” etc., he obviously means to speak only of 
such as are capable of believing. 

Just so in another respect. “Except we repent we shall all per- 
ish.” But are infants capable of repentance? No more so than they 
are of belief. When it is said, that Christ “ came not to call the right- 
eous, but sinners to repentance,” this is said, of course, of all who in the 
nature of things are capable of repentance. 

It may be true, then, that Christ is the Saviour of infants, who nei- 
ther actually believe, nor actually repent. ‘But how can this be?’ 
says the objector. ‘You say that none fall under the sentence of the 
second death, without actual sin? What need then of a Saviour for 
infants, who have not committed this? Or how can Christ save them, 
if they are not really sinners ?’ 

Just as well as he can save them, I answer, without faith and re- 
pentance. Let it be remembered, that the views given above uniformly 
recognize the fact, that we are born destitute of that original disposition 
to holiness, which Adam before his fall possessed. Now “without ho- 
liness none shall see the Lord.” To enter heaven, and to enjoy the 
sacred pleasures of that blessed place, there must be a positive taste for 
them, and a special preparation for satisfaction in them. If now infants 
are saved, (which I do hope and trust is the case), then they must have 
such a relish implanted in their souls for the holy joys of heaven, as will 
fit them to be the happy subjects of such joys. Is there nothing, then, 
which Christ by his Spirit can do for them, in imparting such a taste ? 
Is there no imperfection of nature to be removed? [5 there no positive 
blessing to be bestowed ? It surely is not difficult to see, that much is 
to be done for infants, in order to fit them for heaven ; and if so, and if 
Christ does all for them which the nature of their case admits or de- 
mands, is not he their Saviour? Is he not, in such a case, a real and 

-true Saviour? Does it follow, because his “blood cleanseth from all 
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iniquity,” that he may not be a Saviour to those who die before they 
can contract actual guilt in their own persons, but who still need a new 
heart and a right spirit ? 

After all; if any one is still disposed to urge the objection, made 
above, I would ask him to account for the apostle’s declaration, that the 
“children who are not born, have done neither good nor evil,” Rom. 
9: 11. On the objector’s ground, how can Christ save those who have 
done no evil? We see therefore, that the objection lies not only 
against the views which [ have defended, but against the assertion of 
Paul himself. 

VIII. I cannot help the feeling, that there is an extravagance in the 
assertion so often made, and so strenuously defended in relation to suf- 
ferings in the present world. It has often been asserted, that the fact 
that all the human race are sufferers, proves that all without exception 
are sinners in such a sense as to have incurred the full penalty of the 
divine law. That all who actually become moral agents do sin, and 
thus incur the penalty, I fully believe, and have every where maintain- 
ed. But that we can conclude, that infants are accounted sinners in 
such a sense as to be worthy of the second death, from the mere fact 
of their present sufferings, seems to me more doubtful. Multitudes of 
infants perish before birth. What then are we to do with the assertion 
of Paul, Rom. 9: 11, relative to the innocence of infants before they are 
born? [566 no way in which this can be contravened. I feel con- 
strained to believe him, on the eredit of his word; and a fortiori we 
may credit him, avhen this word accords with the spontaneous and 
simple dictates of our moral nature. 

Then again; the sufferings of the stabi life are, as has already 
been often said, capable of becoming blessings ; they are in fact made 
so to the children of God. Who can conclude now from disciplinary 
suffering, that the subject of it lies of course under final condemnation ? 
Will the suffering of the apostles, after they were devoted to the cause 
of Christ, prove that they still lay under the curse of the law? If you 
say, ‘They had once incurred this curse; I grant it: but it was re- 
moved ; it had been annulled as to them. Why then did their suffer- 
ings still continue? The answer is: They continued as part of the 
necessary discipline of men, in their present imperfect state. If there 
were no trial, there would be no brightening of the Christian graces, 
and comparatively but little reward. Comp. James 1: 2—4. Rom. 5: 
3—5. 8: 28. 2 Tim. 2: 11, 12. 

Now when any one will show me, that the sufferings of Christians 
prove them still to be under the curse, then may I admit that the suffer- 
ings of infants will furnish decisive proof that they are under the same. 
Until then, I may be allowed to hesitate; for suffering and punishment 
are not always the same thing. If it could be shown that the sufferings 
of infants are other than disciplinary, and if it were fact that no good 
could result from them, the argument might then, perhaps, be more 
cogent. 4 
On the whole, nothing can be plainer than that suffering and sin, 
in the present world, are not coextensive. What can we say of the 
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multiplied and aggravated sufferings of the brute creation? Are they 
sinners 2 I do not compare their case with that of infants, except for 
one purpose, viz. to show that the connection between suffering simply 
considered and sin, is not always so imperious as it is represented to be, 
nor, in our present state, so conclusive in reasoning as some deem it to 
be. There is plainly much suffering in the universe, which does not 
arise from sin. But in respect to human beings, I acknowledge very 
fully and freely, that all their sufferings are connected with sin, either 
in themselves or in others. By reason of Adam’s sin, our original ho- 
liness is lost; and now suffering has become a necessary part of disci- 
pline, in order to effect our restoration. In this sense it is a part of the 
penalty of death originally threatened, viz. that it is suffering or evil; 
but it is a subordinate part of this threatening; a very small part of it; 
and one which (such is the wonderful grace of the gospel) is capable, 
by God’s mercy, of being converted into a blessing as to its consequen- 
ces, although to be deemed an evil when considered merely in itself. 
How then can such confident reliance be placed on an argument, drawn 
merely from the evils of the present life ? 

IX. I remark at the close, (for to a close I must now come unless 
I would write ἃ book on the subject), that Christians can have very 
little apology for bitter disputes with each other, about the details of 
speculation in regard to original sin, and for becoming divided in affec- 
tion on this account. We have seen that Paul enters into no particu- 
lars; he indulges in no speculations. He only asserts the fact, that Ad- 
am’s first sin had a connection with, and influence upon, the sin and 
death of all! men. There he leaves it. We gather his views about the 
particular nature of the facts to which he alludes, only from other parts 
of his writings; and even here we meet with mere matters of fact, and 
with nothing of speculation. This is all so clear, that I need not stop 
to fortify it. Why then should Christians dispute and divide, by rea- 
son of their own speculations, which are superadded to what Paul has 
taught ? - I may view with apprehension the consequences of some 
speculations on the subject under consideraiion, because I may think 
they intrevch on other very important principles. But if my brother, 
who indulges in these speculations, does not in fact intrench on those 
principles, but fully admits them, is it not criminal in me to charge him 
with purposely endeavoring to overturn them? The ruined and 
hopeless state of man by nature, i. 6. of unsanctified man, whether 
adult or infant, I do most fully and amply believe, although the ground 
and reason and extent of this in adults and infants is very diverse; the 
absolute necessity of renewing grace, of special sanctification by the 
Spirit, and of mercy bought by the redeeming blood of Christ, I do 
most fully and amply admit. I regard the views developed above, as 
Yepresenting the case of sinners to be far more aggravated and awful, 
than the usual sentiments of the Reformers represent it. In consequence 
of this, the need of a Saviour becomes more conspicuous, and his help 
a matter of higher gratitude; for who will be most grateful, he who 
was so unfortunate as to fall under sentence of everlasting death, ante- 
cedently to all choice and action of his own, and is delivered from it: 
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or he, who having of his own choice and free will incurred the penal- 
ty, and this by awful aggravations of his guilt, is still delivered from its 
just sentence by the mercy of a Saviour? ΑἹ] that is practically impor- 
tant as to the lost condition of man, the sentiments which I have advo- 
cated surely maintain. All that is essential in the doctrines of the Re- 
formation relative to original sin, is received and defended ; while, in 
my view, deeper guilt and danger are attached to the state of the nat- 
ural man, than the Reformers themselves attached ; and of course, high- 
er need of Jesus and his salvation is exhibited. Is this to deny the doc- 
trines of the Reformation? Or is it endeavouring to dissipate mists 
which have in some respects hovered around some of them, in order 
that they may shine forth in‘all their true glory? Speak, conscience— 
Christian kindness—God’s holy word—and I ask for no more. 

X. I did intend to give a brief sketch of the history of the doctrine 
under consideration ; but I must suppress it for want of room. I shall 
conclude this protracted Excursus, by referring the reader to some se- 
lect sources of reading, on the various topics that have been discussed. 

For a view of the doctrines of the Reformed Symbols, he may con- 
sult Augusti, Corpus Lib. Symbol. Reformatorum, 1 Vol. 8vo, 1827 ; con- 
taining a very full and ample exhibition of the originals, with literary 
notices, ete. Also Winer, Comparative Darstellung des Lehrbegriffs der 
verschied. Christl. Kirchenpartcien, 4to, 1824; an exceedingly conven- 
ient book, which deserves to be reprinted in this country, as it might be 
at a idoderate expense. The author has given short critical notes, 
which display great acuteness. 

On the interpretation of Rom. 5: 12—19, besides the commentaries, 
the reader should peruse J. G. Toellner, Theolog. Untersuchungen, I. 
No, 2. Flatt’s Magazin, St. 13. p. 68, seq. Schottii Opuscula, I. p. 213, 
seq. Keilii Opuscula, p. 16, seq. ’Beitrage zur Beford. des vernunf. 
Denkens, Th. 12. p. 45, seq. Bretschneider, Dogmatik, § 124. IT. p. 47, 
seq. Edwards on Original Sin, Part II. chap. IV. §2. J. Taylor’s 
Scripture doctrine of Orig. Sin, and his Key to the Apostolic Writings. 
All the systems of divinity, Calvin, Turretin, Pictet, Gerhard, Quenstedt,. 
Hollaz, Storr, Bretschneider, Knapp, Hahn, Reinhard, Doederlein, Epis- 
copius, Limborch, Markius, Van Maestricht, Ridgeley, Doddridge, 
Hopkins, and all others, of course discuss this passage of Scripture more 
or less. 

The history of the doctrine of Original Sin, may be found in a very 
compressed, but very instructive form, in Bretschneider’s Dogmatik, 
§ 128; also in Hahn’s Lehrbuch des Christl. Glaubens, § 80. See also, 
Walchii Historia doctrinae de Peccato Originis, 1738. 4to. Id. de  Pela- 
gianismo ante Pelagium, 1738. 4to. Augusti, Lehrbuch der Dogmenge- 
schichte, p. 301—310. Horn de Peccato Originali, Goett. 1801. Muen- 
scher, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte 11. p. 89, seq. IV. p. 143, seq. 
Wiggers, Pragm. Darstellung des Augustinismus und Pelagianismus, Berl. 
1821. Vossii Historia Pelagianismi. J. Geffhen, Historia Semipelagianis- 
mi, Goett. 1826. The result of extensive and candid reading, in regard 
to the history of the doctrine in question, will be, as I must think, a full 
persuasion, that in the form and shape in which this doctrine was main- 
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tained by most of the Reformers, it was first introduced by Augustine, 


in his dispute with Pelagius; from whose works, and those of his 
friends and followers, it came into the creeds of the Reformation ; and 
thence it has come down to us. The whole subject needs, in this 
country, an investigation and review de novo, such as it has not yet re- 
ceived, 


EXCURSUS VI. 
On Romans 7: 5—25. (p. 310.) 


It is not my design here, to repeat at large what has been already 
sufficiently explained in the body of the commentary. But in order to 
make out a view in some good measure complete, as to its essential 
parts, I shall simply recapitulate in order the leading considerations al- 
ready suggested in favour of the exegesis above given, without dilating 
at all upon them ; while other considerations not yet suggested, will be 
more fully stated ; after which the leading objections to the exegesis 
adopted will be discussed, 

Before proceeding to execute the task here undertaken, I must beg 
the liberty of making a few remarks on the nature of the case; and 
also’on the nature of the proof which is requisite, in order to establish 
any particular interpretation of the whole passage. 

First, it is a just principle of interpretation, that we should under- 
stand every writer, when this can be done in consonance with the laws 
of language, as speaking to the purpose which he has immediately be- 
fore him. There are very many truths of the gospel, and many plain and 
important truths, which are not taught 1 in this or that passage of Scrip- 
ture. The question concerning chap. 7: 5—25, is not whether it be true 
that there is a contest in the breast of Ghrittamc, which might (at least 
for the most part) be well described by the words there found : ; but whe- 
ther such a view of the subject is congruous with the present design 
and argument of the apostle. 

Secondly, no theory of interpretation can, in the present case, be 
duly and satisfactorily supported, by appealing merely to the form and 
intensity of particular expressions. If this can be allowed here, then 
are we certain that two opposite theories may be established, viz. that 
the individual whose experience is represented, is a saint, and is not one. 
That he i is one, may be made out by such expressions as the following: 
viz. σύμφημι τῷ νόμῳ, v. 16; τὸ γὰρ ϑέλειν [sc. τὸ κακὸ» παράκειταί μοι, 
v. 18; τῷ ϑέλοντι ἐμοὶ ποιεῖν τὸ καχόν, ν. 91 ; συήδομαι γὰρ τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ κατὰ τὸν tow ἄνϑρωπον, v. 22; and τῷ μὲν νοὶ δουλεύω νόμῳ ϑεοῦ, 
v. 90 ;—while with equal certainty and by the same reasoning, we may 
prove that he is not a saint, from eyo | δὲ σαρκικός ἐιμι, πεπραμένος ὑπὸ 
τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, v.14; 6 μισῶ τοῦτο πράσσω, ν. 153 οὐκ οἰκεῖ ἐ ἐν ἐμοὶ, τοῦτ᾽ 


ἔστι ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου, ἀγαϑόν, ν. 18; τὸ δὲ κατεργάζεσϑαι. τὸ καλὸν, οὐχ. 


εὑρίσκω, V. 18; ὃ ov ϑέλω κακὸν, τοῦτο πράσσω, Vv. 19; ἐμοὶ τὸ κακὸν πα- 
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ρθάκειται, v. 21; βλέπω ὃ ἕτερον νόμον ἐν τοῖς μέλεσι... .. αἰχμαλωτίζοντά μὲ 
τῷ νόμῳ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, ν. 23 ; τῇ δὲ σαρκὶ [δουλεύω] γόμῳ ἁμαρτίας, ν. 25. 
Stronger language than thig, viz. “1 am σαρκικός, and sold under sin,’ 
i.e. a bond slave to sin, and wholly devoted to its service and obedient 
to its orders, cannot well be found in the New Testament. 

Whoever insists, then, that the passage before us must be applied to 
the Christian, because of some strong expressions in it which seem to - 
indicate true moral good, should also take notice, that by the very same 
principles of interpretation, he will of course be obliged to concede, that 
a carnal state and entire devotedness to the passions and appetites is 
described. To avoid this conclusion, he considers these last expressions 
as used in a qualified or moderated sense, and accounts for them by the 
fervour of the writer’s feelings, and the nature of the contrast. But who 
does not see, that the very same rule, when applied to the passages 
which seem to indicate moral good or holiness, will so modify them, as 
to make the application of them to true Christians altogether unnéces- 
sary? The reason and conscience of the unsanctified, especially when 
they are awakened by the terrors of the divine law, present sufficient 
ground to justify the use of the language here employed, in such a 
modified sense as that now supposed. 

In fact, it appears a very plain case, that neither class of commenta- 
tors, that is, neither those who apply chap. 7: 7—25 to Christians, nor 
those who apply it to the unregenerate, can find satisfactory ground for 
so doing, merely in the phraseology or modes of expression employed. 
Fither party who adopts this ground, must deny his opponent the same 
liberties which he himself takes; or else involve himself in inextricable 
difficulties, by admitting that the same grounds of explanation may be 
taken by others, which he takes for himself. But he can do neither of 
these: not the first, because the common sense of all men would ery out 
against him; not the last, because this would prove the very contrary 
of what he holds, or else prove that the apostle has really conten aie 
himself. 

In truth, it is only when men come to the study of the Cieacacend, 
without bringing along with them a priori doctrines and conclusions, 
that they are willing to admit the force of philological considerations, 
such as have now been suggested: These once admitted, it follows as 
a matter of course, that a modified sense is to be given to such particular 
forms of expression, as seem to stand in the way of the argument and 
the object of the writer. This we always give, in fairly construing the 
language’ of men, on all occasions, whether it be written or spoken. 
The literal interpretation of all expressions, in an animated contrast, 
drawn by a man of such powerful feeling as Paul, would hardly be 
contended for, in any case in which polemic theology was not con- 
cerned. Is it proper then to insist on such a sense, in passages which 
cabo sentiments that are controverted by critics and theologians ? 

Suppose, now, that one should rigorously insist upon it, that all the 
werd of our Saviour must be interpreted, without any modification, 
as meaning what they seem obviously to mean on the first view of them. 
Take for example the declarations, that “ it is easier for a camel to go 
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through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter into the king- 
dom of God ;” also that “if he had not come and spoken to the Jews, 
they would not have had sin ;” will any one insist that these declara- 
tions are to be literally interpreted, ad amussim and not ad rationem 2 
If so, then it is of no use to argue with him in respect to the laws of in- 
terpretation ; and one had better abandon, at once, the hope of gaining 
from him a listening ear. But if any considerate inquirer is disposed 
to admit, that hyperbole occasionally exists in the language of the Bible, 
{as also in that of all other books which in any way express the feelings 
of men), then may it be easy for him to see and feel, that the language 
in Rom. VII. is capable of modification. Nay,most men, however vio- 
lent their party feelings, do, after all, in fact admit this principle ; for 
they actually modify that which stands opposed to their own views of 
this passage. This is a practical confession, therefore, of the necessity 
of modification. And this being agreed upon, either impliedly or ex- 
pressly, the inquiry which then presents itself, is: In what way is any 
part of the passage in question to be modified ? Must it be so modified 
as to agree with the context, and the scope of reasoning which the wri- 
ter is aiming at? Or shall it beso modified, as toagree with our α pri- 
ort views of what the writer ought to have said? As an interpreter 
and philologist, I can see but one answer to these questions; and this is 
so plain, that it needs not to be repeated. 

If the reader will now look back, he will see that I have not, in any 
ease, laid any particular stress on the form or intensity of expression, 
in my remarks on 7: 5—25; and the reason of this is evident enough 
from what has already been said above. At the same time, I have sup- 
posed that the expressions σύμφημι τῷ νόμῳ, συνήδομαι τῷ vou, δου-- 
λεύω τῷ νόμῳ, etc., are those which the writer intended should be spe- 
cially modified by the reader; and this, because the object of his dis- 
course requires them to be modified. ‘This is the ground on which I 
rest my interpretation ; and not on the form or strength of single words 
or phrases, on either side of the contrast. 

With these remarks in view, 1 proceed to offer, in a summary way, 
my reasons for adopting the exegesis which the commentary presents. 

1. The object of the apostle in 7: 7—8: 17, is to illustrate and con- 
firm what he had said in 7: 5,6; and which he had before intimated 
in 6:14. Chap. 7: 7—25 is as plainly a comment on 7: 5, as chap. 8: 
1—17 is on 7: 6; and antithesis between 7: 7—25 and 8: 1—25, seems 
to’be plain and certain. As this is a fundamental point in the interpre- 
tation of the whole, the reader will allow me to be full and cophicaea in 
the discussion of it. 

At the beginning of chap. VIII. , We find a distinction made, ὠδοι a 
transition of the discourse marked by & ἄρα νῦν, now then, i.e. in our 
present state, in the present condition of Christians, viz. as contradistin- 
guished from their former state. What was this former state? It was 
a carnal state, ἐν σαρκί, v.53; σαρκικός, v.14; one in which they were 
subjected to the law of sin, v. 23. What manleés this transition the more 
striking is, that in v. 6, the antithesis between the two conditions des- 
cribed, is pointed out by the very same word as here, viz. by vuvi. 
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If now we examine particulars in these two discourses (7:7—25 and 
8: 1—17), we shall find them in direct antithesis to each other. E.g. 
the complaint in 7: 24 of miserable subjection to the influence of carnal 
desires, stands opposed to the thanks in 7: 25, uttered in reference to 
the deliverance which the writer is about to describe. In 7: 23, the 
person described is a captive to sin, i.e. altogether subject to the influ- 
ence of sinful passions and desires ; in 8: 2, he is represented as deliver- 
ed from the law of sin and death. In 7: 14, an incessant and irreconcile- 
able opposition is represented as existing between the law of God and 
the person there described ; in 8: 4, he is represented as possessing the 
ability and the disposition to keep, at least in some good measure, the 
precepts of the law. In 7: 18, the person described is represented as 
having no good thing ἐν τὴ cuoxi [αὐτοῦ], and as finding no power to 
effect what is good, even when his mind or conscience approves it, or 
would prefer it; in 8: 3, 4, this disability is represented as removed. 
In. 7: 5, 14, 18, the person described is represented as being ἐν σαρκὶ, 
σαρκικός" in 8:9, he is declared to be ovx ἐν σαρκί. In 7: 14 he is 
represented as the bond-slave of sin, (πεπραμένον 0 ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, i i.e. 
as altogether under the power of sin; in 8:11, 14, he is represented 
as having the Spirit of God to dwell in him, and as being led, i. e. influ- 
enced or guided by that Spirit. 

In a word, the whole tenor of the two discourses is such, as is 
adapted to make the impression that they are in antithesis to each oth- 
er, and that they are designed by the writer to be so. This lies on the 
face of them. It is only the difficulties which can be raised, in regard 
to subordinate parts, that can occasion or sustain any doubts in respect 
to this subject. 

Indeed, I may well express my convictions derived from a general 
view of the antithetic nature of the two passages in question, the con- 
nection in which they stand, and the design of the writer, in the words 
of Tholuck: “'Truly if one has respect only to the connection of the lat- 
ter part of Rom. vi., with what goes before and what follows after, it 
is impossible to explain this [the latter part of Rom. νει. of any one, 
except of him who is still under the law.” 

2. The object of the writer (which is to shew that the law is ioe 
ficient for the sanctification of sinners), would not be effectually promo- 
ted, by supposing that he represents the experience of Christians in chap. 
vu. For if Christians, who are of course under grace and are dead to 
the law (6: 14. 7: 6), are actually in the state here represented, then 
would it follow, that neither grace nor law hinders them from being the 
servants of sin. But to aver that grace does not effect this, is to con- 
tradict 8: 1—17. 

_ 3. The tout ensemble of the representation in chap. vi. seems to 
render it certain, that a true Christian cannot be here described. What 
is the result of the whole? It is, that notwithstanding all the opposition 
which the law of God and the law of the mind make to sin, yet the 
person in question practises it, and habitually practises it, on all occa- 
sions and under all circumstances. In every contest here, the sinful 
carnal mind comes off yictorious. Is “ this overcoming the world?” 
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Is this to be ‘born of God so as not to sin?’ Is this ‘loving Christ so as 
to keep his commandments?’ Is this ‘doing no iniquity?’ Is this 
“walking not after the flesh, but after the Spirit?” In a word, is it 
possible to make this accord with chap. vim. 1—17 ? 

4. If chap. vir. represents the Christian struggle with sin, then what 
is the state into which the Christian goes, as represented in chap. vit. ὃ 
The answer must be: One in which there is no more struggle. But 
when—where—was ever such a state on earth? It has often been 
imagined and asserted ; but not proved. But if now the transition is 
from a state in which sin was altogether predominant, into one in which 
grace on the whole reigns and triumphs, then all is easy and intelligi- 
ble. On any other ground it is inexplicable ; at least, it is so to me. 

It were easy to add more reasons; but-if these are well-grounded, 
they are sufficient. It is proper, now, briefly to pass in review some of 
the exegesis and the allegations of those, who maintain that a regener- 
ate person is described in 7: 7—25. 

(1) Their interpretation (viz. that which most of them give) of 
7: 9 leads, (as may be seen in the commentary on 7: 9), to inextricable 
difficulty, and contradiction of the context. It is equally opposed to 
the usus loquendi, and to those parts of the discourse which precede 
and which follow. 

(2) It is alleged, that the contest described in Rom. 7: 14—25, is one 
which accords with the feelings and experience of every Christian ; 
and that he is thus conscious that the interpretation given to it by those 
who apply it to Christians, must be correct. 

This consideration is, in fact, the main dependence of those who 
support the exegesis just named; I mean, that by such an appeal to 
feeling, they produce more conviction on the mind of Christians, than 
is produced by all their other arguments. Afier all, however, this is 
far from determining the case. Let us look at the subject in all its 
bearings. 

I concede, in the first place, that Christians have a contest with sin ; 
and that this is as plain and certain, as it is that they are not wholly 
sanctified in the present life. It is developed by almost every page of 
Scripture, and every day’s experience. That this contest is often a ve- 
hement cne ; that the passions rage, yea, that they do sometimes even 
gain the victory ; is equally plain and certain. It follows now, of course, 
that as the language of Rom. 7: 14—25 is intended to describe a contest 
between the good principle and the bad one in men, and also a contest 
in which the evil principle comes off- victorious ; so this language can 
hardly fail of being appropriate to describe all those cases in a Chris- 
tian’s experience, in which sin triumphs. Every Christian at once re- 
coguizes and feels, that such cases may be rivigenoneen in language me 
that which the apostle employs. 

Here is the advantage which the patrons of this opinion enjoy, pe 
which they have not failed to push even to its utmost extent. After all, 
however, the ground is unfairly taken, and unfairly maintained. For, 
first, it is only a part of the case. While Christians have many a con- 
test in which they are overcome by sin, yet they must be victors in far 
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the greater number of cases, if the whole be collectively taken. If this 
be not true, then it cannot be true that ‘he who loveth Christ, keepeth 
his commandments ;’ it cannot be true that ‘they who love the law of 
God, do no iniquity ; nor true, that “he who is born of God sinneth 
not ᾿» nor that faith enables him who cherishes it, to “ overcome the 
world.” As, however, there is no denying the truth of these and the 
like declarations, and no receding from them, nor explaining them away 
as meaning less than habitual victory over sin; so it follows, that when 
verses 14—25 are applied to Christian experience, they are wrongly ap- 
plied. The person represented in these verses, succumbs to sin IN EV- 
ERY INSTANCE of contest. The Christian must not-—cannot—does not, so 
fight against sin. To assert this would be to contradict the whole tenor 
of the Scriptures; it would be abrogating, at once, all which is declared 
in so pointed a manner, in chap. VIII. 1—17. 

Secondly, as I have already noted, there stands in the way of this 
interpretation the fact, that a great transition is marked by the: com- 
mencement of chap. VIII., one of which no satisfactory account can be 
be given, if 7: 14—25 is to be interpreted as belonging to those who are 
under grace. 

Thirdly, I repeat the remark, that the question is not, whether what 
is here said might be applied to Christians; but whether, from the tenor 
of the context, it appears to be the intention of the writer that it should 
be so applied. This principle cannot fail to settle the question concern- 
ing Such an application. 

In a word ; how can it be just reasoning to say, that because vs. 
14—25 may be applied to describe those contests of the Christian with 
sin in which the latter is victorious, therefore it does describe Christian 
experience considered as a whole, and is intended by the writer so to do ? 
What can be more certain, than that Christian experience is not here 
to the writer’s purpose, when his object is, to represent the truly desperate 
condition of him who is merely under the law 2 

(3) So far as reasoning or argument is concerned, the main allega- 
tion of those who apply vs. 14—25 to Christian experience, remains yet 
to be considered. It is this, viz. that ‘the declarations made in these 
verses respecting the internal man, are such as comport only with 
the state or condition of a regenerate man; and if this be not ad- 
mitted, then we must concede that the unregenerate are subjects of mor- 
al good.’ But, 

First, this allegation takes for granted, that the phrases σύμφημι τῷ 
vou, συνήδομαι τῷ νόμῳ, etc., are to be taken in their full strength, 
without any modification. I must ask the reader, now, instead of re- 
peating here what I have before said, to look back upon the commen- 
tary on v. 22, and also what is said near the beginning of the present 
Excursus, on the subject of deducing arguments in this case merely 
from the forms of expression, without a special reference to the con- 
text and the object which the writer has in view. When the whole of 
this is weighed, I would inquire, whether he who interprets chap. 7: 
5—25, as having respect to one who is under law, has not just as good 

osblesiia to insist that σαρκικός, πεπραμένος ὑπὸ τὴν ᾿ἁμαρτίαν, αἰχμαλωτί-- 
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ζοντά με τῷ νόμῳ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, etc., shall be taken without abatement or 
modification? And now, what is to be the result? Plainly this, viz. 
that the writer has described an impossible state, one in which a man 
is under law and under grace at one and the same time; one in which 
sin has a power predominant in all cases, and grace a power on the 
whole predominant, at one and the same time. As this cannot be ad- 
mitted, which set of terms in the description must be modified? for 
one of them certainly must be. The answer to this question may be 
found, in the considerations which have been suggested above. 

But secondly, the whole of the allegation which I am discussing, 
appears to me to rest on ground entirely unsafe and unsatisfactory. It 
will be admitted by those who are conversant with the dispute about 
the meaning of the passage before us, and-are well read in the history 
of Christian doctrine, that Augustine was the first who suggested the 
idea, that it must be applied to Christian experience. This he did, how- 
ever, in the heat of dispute with Pelagius. At an earlier period of his 
life, he held to the common exegesis of the church; as is certain from 
Prop. XLV. in Epist. ad Rom,: Intelligitur hine ille homo deseribi, 
qui nondum sub gratia. So in Confess. VII. 21. VIII. 5. Ad Simplic. 
I. But Pelagius, who denied the fallen state of man, urged upon him 
the declarations above referred to, viz., delighting in the law of God af- 
ter the inner man, serving the law of God with the mind, ete. Augustine 
felt himself pressed by them, and made his escape, by protesting against 
the exegesis of his antagonist. He recanted his former opinion respect- 
ing vs. 14—25, and became a strenuous advocate for an interpretation, 
which through him has gained extensive ground among Christians, and 
maintains its footing among many down to the present hour. 

It is difficult to say how far men, and even good men, will some- 
times go in matters of interpretation and criticism, in order to relieve 
themselves from the straits occasioned by warm dispute, in which their 
antagonists make galling attacks upon them. [Ὁ was, in all probability, 
the dispute of the church at Rome with the Montanists, which first oc- 
casioued it to doubt, and then to deny, the Pauline origin of the epistle 
to the Hebrews. Luther’s dispute with the Roman Catholics, on the 
subject of justification by faith alone, led him to discard the epistle of 
James, and to call it, by way of contempt, epistola straminea. And the 
like have many others done, for similar reasons. Such seems to have 
been the ground of Augustine’s new exegesis. 

But when we come, now, seriously and calmly to inquire whether 
there is any cause of alarm in respect to the doctrine of the natural 
man’s depravity, because Rom. 7: 7—25 is interpreted as having respect 
to him; we can see that thisis so far from being the case, that the very 
opposite is true; I mean, that his depravity is rendered much more 
conspicuous and aggravated by this ei Let us see if this be not 
palpable and certain. 

That men are moral beings, does not ininiobe them. sinners or saints. 
That they have faculties which can distinguish between good and evil, 
only shews that they are capable of doing good or evil, of being right- 
eous or wicked. Conscience and reason belong to the pura 
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of the human race. Man, in the full and proper sense of this ‘word, 
cannot exist without them. It is no more an evidence, then, that a 
man is holy or good in the Scripture sense of the word, because his 
reason and conscience distinguish good from evil, and testify in behalf 
of the good, than it is that he is holy because he has a moral nature. 
Such a distinction and such an approbation are inseparable from the es- 
sential nature of reason and conscience. 

Consider, moreover, that the guilt of a sinner, who continues to yield 
to the solicitations of his carnal desires, is proportioned entirely to the 
measure of light which he has, and to the inducements set before him 
to act in a different manner. ‘ Where there is no law, there is no 
transgression.” “ΤῸ him that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to 
him it is sin.” Then, of course, the sinner, with reason and conscience 
and the law of God all remonstrating against his course, is involved in 
guilt of the deepest dye; while an offender (if I may so call him) with- 
out any of these checks, would be no offender at all. “He that know- 
eth his master’s will, and doeth it not, shall be beaten with many 
stripes.” And so it ought to be. What then can render the person’s 
case more aggravated, who is described in vs. 14—25, than the fact that 
he resists so much light and such powerful motives to pursue a different 
course ? 

Is it, then, ἀρ νέες the depravity of the unregenerate, when we as- 
sign to them faculties to do good, and light as to their duty, and strong 
excitement to perform it, and represent them as after all refusing to do 
good, and uniformly hearkening to the voice of sin? I appeal to 
the reason and conscience of all men, whether such an accusation 
against the exegesis in question, is not in a high degree unjust and un- 
founded. Nay, I might go farther; I might say, it is the contrary exe- 
gesis which is pressed with the very difficulty it urges against the other. 
For if the sinner is born without reason and conscience, and is without 
light; or if he is born with reason and conscience that are incapable of 
distinguishing good from evil, or of giving the preference to the former ; 
then his depravity and desperate guilt can in no way be made out, con- 
sistently with the first principles of a moral sense. Of all the charges, 
then, brought against the exegesis which I have defended, that of its 
diminishing the guilt of unregenerate men, is the most unfounded and 
unjust. 

I have discussed the principal arguments, so far as I am acquainted 
with them, of those who interpret vs. 14—25 as having relation to Chris- 
tian experience. In regard to the allegation, that Paul here speaks in 
the first person singular, and must therefore be relating his own experi- 
ence, I have already remarked upon it, p- 296, seq. There is no objec- 
tion to allowing it to be Paul’s experience; but when had he such 
experience? And why does he speak of himself? These are the 
questions to be answered ; and these I have endeavoured to answer in 
my remarks at the close of 7: 12. 

IT cannot conclude this already protracted Excurcus, without advert- 
ing, for a niomoent, to the ποιῷ of the —— introduced »: Au- 
gustine. ᾳ 
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As has already been stated, the most ancient Fathers of the church, 
without a dissenting voice, so far as we have any means of ascertaining 
their views, were united in the belief, that an unregenerate, unsanctified 
person is described in 7: 5—25. So Origen, Tertullian, Chrysostom, 
and Theodoret. In this state did the views of the church remain down 
to the time of Augustine, whose first opinion, and whose change of it, 
have already been described. How unnecessary such an evasion was, 
on his part, of the argument of Pelagius, we have already seen. For 
surely the more light the mind of a natural man has, the more his con- 
science approves the divine law, and sides with it; the deeper and more 
dreadful is his guilt, when he sins against all these. And as the person 
described by the apostle is one over whom sin, in every case of contest 
presented, does actually obtain the victory ;-he must of course be a per- 
son of much deeper and more desperate depravity than any one can be, 
whose natural faculties are all degraded and depraved in their very 
origin; as Augustine held the faculties of men to be, after his dispute 
with Pelagius. 

The exegesis of Augustine, however, found favour in the churches 
where his sentiments respecting original sin were received; and pre- 
vailed very extensively and for a long time. In like manner with him, 
have Anselm, Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, Luther, Melanc- 
thon, Calvin, Beza, Spener, Buddaeus, Koppe, and many others, ex- 
plained the passage in question; and most commentators among evan- 
gelical Christians, in Great Britain and in this country, have followed 
the same opinion. 

On the other hand, besides all the ancient Greek, and some of the 
Latin Fathers, there are many distinguished men who have defended 
the sentiment which has been above exhibited. Such are Erasmus, 
Raphel, Episcopius, Limborch, Turretin, Le Clere, Heumann, Bucer, 
Schomer, Franke, G. Arnold, Bengel, Reinhard, Storr, Flatt, Knapp, 
Tholuck, and (so far as I know) all the evangelical commentators of the 
present time, on the continent of Europe. Most of the English episco- 
pal church, also, for many years, and not a few of the Scotch, Dutch, 
and English Presbyterian and Congregational divines, have adopted the 
same interpretation. I cannot but believe, that the time is not far dis- 
tant, when there will be but one opinion among intelligent Christians, 
about the passage in question; as there was but one, before the dispute 
of Augustine with Pelagius. In this respect there is ground of trust, 
that the ancient and modern churches will yet fully harmonize. 

From the above brief historical sketch, it would seem, that in gen- 
eral those who have admitted Augustine’s view of the doctrine of orig- 
inal sin, have also admitted his exegesis of Rom. 7: 5—25. To this, 
however, there are exceptions; and of late, not a few exceptions. More 
thorough, impartial, and unbiassed examination, will probably make an 
entire change in the views of Christians in general, even of those who 
have been educated in the belief of the Augustinian exegesis. This was 
my own lot; and for some time afier I began the critical study of the 
Scriptures, I continued to advocate this method of interpretation. But 
an often repeated and more attentive study of the epistle to the Romans, 
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has brought me to believe, that such an exegesis is forbiden by the na- 
ture of the case, the usus loquendi, and the object of the writer; and 
that it is impossible to maintain it, on any impartial and critical grounds. 

Iam fully aware of the strength of feeling which exists relative to 
this subject, in the minds of many. I am sorry to add, that the man- 
ner in which it is defended, can never contribute to advance the inte- 
rests of simple truth. When will it be believed, that scorn is not crit- 
ical acumen, and that calling men heretics, is not an argument that will 
convince such as take the liberty to think and examine for themselves ? 
When will such appeals cease ? And when shall we have reasons in- 
stead of assertions, criticism in the place of denunciation, and a full 
practical exhibition of the truth, that the simple testimony of the divine 
word stands immeasurably higher than all human authority ? 








EXCURSUS VII. 
On Rom. 8: 28, τοῖς κατὰ πρόϑεσιν κλητοῖς οὖσι. (p. 353.) 


The difficulty arising from this passage, and the temptation to deny 
or obscure what I must believe to be its plain and inevitable meaning, 
are both suggested by the following question: ‘How can God have had 
an eternal purpose as to those who are to be saved, and yet men be free 
agents, free even in the matter of their own repentance and conversion ?” 
It will not be expected, of course, that I should here discuss at length a 
metaphysical question, which the disputes and contentions of more than 
4000 years have not settled ; for in every age and nation, where reli- 
gious inquiries have been pursued, the difficulty before us has for sub- 
stance presented itself to the minds of thinking men. One may say that 
three parties exist, and perhaps have in every age existed, in respect to 
it; viz. (1) Those who embrace the doctrine of fatality, and therefore 
deny the proper free agency of man. (9) Those who deny the divine 
decrees or eternal purposes of God, and make in effect a kind of inde- 
pendent agency of man. (3) Those who believe both in the divine fore- 
knowledge, purpose, or decree, (for the difference between these is in 
name only, not in reality), and also in the entire free agency of man. 
Among this latter class, I would choose my lot. The Scriptures seem 
to me plainly to hold forth both of these doctrines. Yea, so far are the 
sacred writers from apprehending any inconsistency in them, that they 
bring them both forward, (i. 6. divine agency and purpose, and human 
agency and purpose), at one and the same time, not seeming even to 
apprehend that any one will speculate on them so as to make out any 
contradiction. For example; Acts 2: 23, “ Him, being delivered by the 
‘determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wick- 
ed hands have crucified and slain;” i.e. the determinate counsel (ὥρισ-- 
pen βουλή) and foreknowledge of God, did not render the hands of the 
Jews less wicked, who crucified the Saviour. Of course, they must 
have ‘acted in a voluntary manner, as agents altogether free; for a sin 
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involuntary, i. 6. without consent of the will, is a contradiction in terms, 
so far as moral turpitude is concerned. 

Again ; Phil. 2: 12, 13, “ Work out your own salvation with fear and 
trembling ; for it is God who worketh in you both to will and to do, of his 
good pleasure ;” i.e. the very ground on which I urge diligence in the 
bey of your Christian duties, is, that God helps you both to will and 
to do. 

These are a specimen of the philosophy (if I may so speak) of the 
sacred writers. And of such philosophy, the Bible is full. The attri- 
butes of an omniscient God, his designs, his very nature, prove that he 
must have purposes ; and such as will not be frustrated. Prediction or 
prophecy proves this, and puts it beyond al! rational contradiction. Is 
it uncertain, whether what the prophets of God have foretold, will come 
to pass? Yet are not the men, by whom the things foretold are 
brought to pass, free agents in all cases of this nature, just as they were 
in the crucifixion of the Lord of glory ? 

But you will ask: ‘ How is this?? To which I answer at once: I 
do not know. The manner in which God’s purposes are consistent with 
free agency, [ do not pretend to know. The fact that they are consis- 
tent, I do know ; because I am conscious of being a free agent; I am 
as certain of it as [ am of my own existence. I am equally certain that 
God is omniscient, and has always been so; and therefore he must 
have always perfectly known every thing that will take place. If he 
knew it with certainty, (and if he did not, then he did not know it at 
all) ; then is it uncertain, whether it will take place? And if it is cer- 
tain, then how does this differ from what is said to be decreed? The 
name decree, indeed, seems to have carried along with it a kind of terror 
to many minds; but, so far as I can see, it implies neither more nor 
less than divine purpose or divine will. And can it be, that sober-minded 
Christians will, on reflection, maintain that there is no divine purpose 
or will ? ; 

To all the arguments adduced from such a statement of facts, which 
can be alleged in order to prove the doctrine of fatalism, I have only to 
reply, that fact itself disproves this; for we are conscious of being free 
agents. 'The Scriptures disprove this; for they every where treat men 
as free agents. And this is enough ; for these are the two highest pos- 
sible sources of proof, and with these we ought to rest satisfied. To 
what can we make a convincing appeal, if not to these ? 

As to the question: How is our free agency made to consist with 
God’s eternal purposes? I have said, nothing; for I know nothing. 
And as to the question, how ten thousand thousand other things, which 
I believe, and which all men believe, can be true or take place, no one 
in the present world knows, or ever will know, any thing; e. g. how do 
heat, moisture, and earth make one plant green and another red, one 
nutritive and another poisonous, in the very same bed of earth? yet we 
all believe the fact that they do. 

Who can shew it to be absurd, now, that God should have had an 
eternal purpose, and yet man be a free agent ? 

Does the certain knowledge we now have of a past event, destroy 
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the free agency of those who were concerned in bringing about that 


event? Did any previous knowledge of the same, necessarily interfere 
with their free-agency? And as to free-agency itself; cannot God 
make a creature in his own image, free like himself, rational like him- 
self, the originator of thoughts and volitions like himself? Can this be 
disproved? ‘The fact that we are dependent beings, will not prove that 
we may not be free agents as to the exercise of the powers with which 
we are endowed,—free in a sense like to that in which God himself, as a 
rational being, is free. Nor will this establish any contingency or wncer- 
tainty of events, in the universe. Could not God as well foresee what 
would be the free and voluntary thoughts of men, in consequence of 
the powers which he should give them, as he could foresee thoughts 
and volitions which would proceed from the operation of external cau- 
ses upon them? Until this can be denied on the ground of reason and 
argument, the sentiment in question is not justly liable to the charge of 
introducing the doctrine of contingency or uncertainty into the plans of 
the divine Mind. 

I only add, that when we say: ‘God has had an eternal purpose in 
respect to those who are called,’ (and the apostle does say this, Eph. 3: 
11. 2'Tim. 1:9), we speak ἀνϑρωποπάϑως. With God there is no 
time. “A thousand years are as one day, and one day as a thousand 
years.” With him it is an eternal now; as it has often and forcibly 
been expressed. So the expressions, pre-destination, rorE-ordination, 
etc., strictly speaking, are anthropopathic. “ Non prar-videntia, sed PRo- 
videntia potius dicitur,” says Boethius, De consol. Philos. 1. 5. prop. 6. 

If God has any purposes, they are eternal. We must, then, either 
deny that he has any purposes, or else admit their eternal existence ; 
and this being admitted, the κλητοὶ κατὰ πρόϑεσιν, are truly such as the 
apostle describes them to be, in the sequel of chap. vit. 

{ 


EXCURSUS VIII. 
On Rom, 8: 28-30. (p. 359.) 


_ On the disputes which have arisen from the paragraph in vs. 28— 
30, I shall not comment at large in this place; but I cannot pass by the 
subject, without making a few remarks. 

That man should be entirely dependent on God, and yet be a free 
agent at the same time, presents, it has been often asserted, an impossi- 
bility, an absurdity, a contradiction of terms, a scheme of fatalism, ete. 
After all, however, the mere disciple of Naturalism, who sets Revelation 
entirely aside, but allows the natural perfections of the Godhead (among 
which are omniscience and omnipotence), falls into the very same dif- 
ficulties inevitably, which he puts solely to the account of Revelation. 
If there be a God, a creator, almighty and omniscient, then we are per- 
fectly and entirely dependent on him; from everlasting, moreover, he 
has knov at we are and shall be; he has known this with abso- 
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lute certainty ; and if so, then what we are and shall be, is not forturtous. 
This the disciple of nature can no more deny, than the disciple of reve- 
lation. And this involves at once all the real difficulties which are 
charged to the account of those, who believe in the plain and simple al- 
legations of the passage before us. 

Once admit the idea of an omniscient and omnipotent Creator, and 
the difficulty of reconciling dependence and free-agency comes up of 
course ; and it bears equally, moreover, on every system which admits 
this truth. It is wonderful that this should not be more extensively 
seen and felt, by writers who are in the habit of charging all difficulties 
of this nature, to the opinions of those who favour the sentiments of 
Calvin. 

After all, if there be any force in the objections made against the 
doctrine in question, it arises only from reasoning analogically in respect 
to the laws and qualities of matter, and those of mind. In a piece of phy- 
sical machinery, every motion will be in accordance with the laws of 
motion and mechanical power, and all necessarily according to the con- 
trivance of the mechanist ; i.e. the laws of matter and motion remaining 
the same, the result which is calculated upon is necessary ; and it is al- 
ways the same, for there is no volition in the machine, nothing to resist, 
alter, or modify the influence to which it is subjected. 

Not so in the world of immaterial and spiritual being. Man is made 
in the image of God; therefore he has a free-agency like to that of his 
Maker. From its very nature, this free-agency is incapable of mechani- 
cal control. Motives, arguments, inducements may move, convince, 
persuade; but they cannot control by a necessity like that in the world 
of matter. That they cannot, is owing to the very nature itself of a 
free agent; who is no longer free, if he have no ultimate choice and 
power of his own, The Bible every where ascribes such a power to 
man. He resists light, knowledge, persuasion; he remains unmoved 
(at least undetermined), by all the motives drawn from heaven and earth 
and hell; he resists and grieves the Spirit of God himself: such are the 
representations of the Scripture. Is this representation truth, or fiction? 
Which is the same as to ask: Are men in fact free agents, or only so in 
name and appearance ? * 


That they are in fact free, is what I believe. Nor can I be persuad- » 


ed, that illustrations of free agency drawn from the material world, are 
in any tolerable measure apposite to our subject. Our souls are spirit, 
not matter. "They are like the God who made them ; not like the dust 
on which we tread. All arguments, then, drawn from cause or causa- 
tion and effect in the material world, and applied to the subject of sptr- 
tiual agency and influence, are wrongly applied, and cannot serve to cast 
any thing but darkness on this deeply interesting subject. 

All the deductions in respect to fatalism, moreover, which are made 
οὐ ἀπ charged upon those who hold the doctrine of God’s foreknowl- 
edge and eternal purposes, are made out by a process of reasoning 
which has its basis in material analogies. A regular, necessitous, me- 
chanical concatenation of cause and effect, altogether like that in the 
world of nature, is predicated of the doctrine of the divine purposes or 
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decrees ; and then the charge of fatalism and absurdity of course fol- 
lows. Let those who would avoid this, take good care, then, not to 
reason about spirit in the same way as they do about matter. | 

Who now can prove, that the Spirit of God may not influence the 
human mind, in a manner perfectly consistent with its entire free-agen- 
cy—influence it to accept the offers of salvation and become σύμμορφος 
τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ Feov? Noone. He can no more do this, than he can 
prove that one man cannot influence another, without impairing his 
freedom of action ; an event which takes place every hour, and in all 
parts of this lower world. Above all, who can shew that truth may in- 
fluence men, and yet men may remain free; but that the Spirit, who is 
the author of all truth, can not operate as effectually, and with as little 
interference with free agency, as the truth which he has revealed? So 
little foundation is there, for the charge of fatalism, against the doc- 
trine of divine influence upon the souls of men! 

Those who are saved, freely repent, freely believe, freely accept the 
terms of salvation. Why can they not be as free under the influence 
of the Spirit, as they are under the influence of the truth which he has 
revealed? And none but penitents will be saved. There is no room 
then to say, that a belief in the divine eternal purposes, makes it a mat- 
ter of indifference whether a man lives a virtuous and holy life or not, 
and that if he is to be saved, he will be saved Jet him do what he may. 
The plain and certain truth is, that he ‘is not to be saved, unless he be- 
come conformed to the image of Christ, and that without holiness no man 
shall see the Lord. This is God’s everlasting purpose, his eternal de- 
cree ; and sooner than this can be violated, heaven and earth shall pass 
away. All accusations of such a nature, then, against the doctrine in 
question properly understood, are ungrounded and unjust. 

In regard to the dispute, whether God προώρισε τοὺς κλητούς, from 
his mere good pleasure, or from ἃ foresight of their faith and good works ; 
it is easy to see, that the paragraph of the epistle, which is under con- 
sideration, does not decide on this. So far the question seems to be 
fully settled, by other texts of Scripture, viz. that the merit or obedience 
of the siaiysi was not the ground or reason of their regeneration and 


sanctification. This would be assuming, that holiness existed before it 
did exist ; that it was the ‘ground of that, which it followed only as a 


consequence. 

On the other hand; as to the decretum absolutum, as it has been 
called, viz., the determination that the χλητοΐ should be saved, irrespec- 
tively of their character and actions, one cannot well see how this is to 
bemade out. So much must be true, viz., that they are notregenerated, 
sanctified, or saved, on account of merit; all is of grace, pure grace. If 
this be all that any one means by the decretum absolutum, there can be no 
reasonable objection made to it. But on the other hand; as God is 
omniscient, and therefore must know every part of every man’s charac- 
ter, through all stages of his being; as all things, in their fullest extent, 
must have always been naked and open to his view ; so we cannot once 
imagine, that any decree or purpose in respect to the χλητού can have 
been made trespectively of their whole character. Such an irrespection 
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(if 1 may use the word) is iauashlidas God ven never determined, and 
from his holy nature never can determine, to save any except, such as 
are conformed to the image of his Son. All stands or falls together. 
A decretum absolutum, i.e. a decree which should separate these, or have 
no regard to these, would be a different one from that which the apos- 
tle has stated ; and I may add, different from what we can even ima- 
gine to be possible. 

To what purpose, then, can n disputes on such a question be raised or 
fostered ? Happy would it be for the church, had there been no occa- 
sion in times past to mourn over them! It is truly important to dis- 
tinguish that which is revealed, from that which is not; and to content , 
_ ourselves with the one, and dismiss the other. “Secret things belong to 
the Lord our God ; but things revealed to-us and our children.” 

I will only add, that the phrase, God out of his mere good pleasure, 
is very liable to be misunderstood, and perverted ; as it often has been. 
My own apprehension is, that most of those who employ it, use it mere- 
ly to signify, without regard to merit, without being induced by considera- 
tions of meritorious obedience. In this sense, as applied to God in res- 
pect to his purposes of renewing and sanctifying sinners, it is strictly 
true. Merit they have not; obedience they exhibit not, while in their 
unrenewed and unsanctified state. But then the phrase is often under- 
stood, as conveying the idea, that God, in a way merely arbitrary, i. e. 
without any good reasons whatever, did choose some to everlasting 
life. This can never be true at all; no, not in any sense whatever. All 
that can ever be true is, that God has done this, while the reasons are 
entirely unknown to us. He surely never did, and never will, determine 
or do any thing, without the highest and best reasons; although he may 
not unfold them to us. 

On the whole, it is to be regretted that a phrase so easily misunder- 
stood and perverted, as that in question, should have been introduced 
into the technology of religion. It would have been much better to 
have avoided the disputes it has occasioned, by phraseology more ex- 
plicit and unambiguous. 

One remark more, and I dismiss the whole subject. If I do not 
greatly err, the principal objections which serious and candid minds 
feel to the doctrine of predestination (as it is called), i. 6. of fonaknenial 
ledge and eternal purpose on the part of God, arises from what I must 
think to be a mistaken application of the principles of analogical rea- 
soning. ‘ How,’ it is asked, ‘can God have determined from eternity 
who are to be saved, i. & ΘΝ he will effectually call, and justify, 
and sanctify, and bring to glory, and yet men be free to choose or re- 
fuse salvation ” And the difficulty in all this is, that they suppose a 
regular concatenation of causes and influence must be arranged in the 
spiritual world, which will just as mechanically and certainly bring 
about” the end, as that gravitation will make a stone fall to the earth. 
They join, with all this transfer of physical causation and effect over to 
spiritual things, the idea, that regard to the character or efforts of those 
who are saved, is to be left out of the question; and then they make 
out, in their own minds, the idea of fatalism, an undistinguishing fatal- 
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ism, which acts thus and so, merely because it chooses to do this or 
that, without any good and sufficient reason whatever. And taking 
such a view of the doctrine of predestination, of course they think it 
very reasonable to reject it. 

In answer to all this, it may be said, (1) That it is impossible even 
to imagine a case, in which God can be supposed not to have before 
him the whole of every individual character of those who. belong to 
the κλητοί. (2) All that the Scripture teaches in regard to the ground 
or reason of his purpose of mercy towards these, is, that it is not on ac- 
count of merit or desert in them; they are regenerated and sanctified and 
saved through grace, grace only; “not of works, lest any man should 
boast.” Farther than this negative assertion, the Scripture does not go; 
and who knows any thing more than what is revealed concerning it? 
(3) The Bible and experience and reason all unite, in giving testimony 
of the highest kind which the human mind can receive, that whatever 
may be the purposes of God, men in Fact are free agents ; free in all 
their spiritual exercises, as well as any others: and what is thus in fact 
conciliated or harmonized, cannot in its own nature be contradictory or 
absurd. (4) The eternal purpose of God is no more in the way of free 
agency, than his present purpose ; for his present purpose is neither 
more nor less than his eternal one, and his eternal one neither more 
nor less than his present one. With him there is one eternal now; 
and all ideas of causation and concatenation of causes and influence, 
drawn from sensible objects that are temporary and successive, only serve 
to mislead the mind in regard to God, when they are applied to him. 
(5) All the difficulties which ever have been, or ever can be raised in 
regard to the fore-ordination or decree of God, concenter at last in one 
single point, viz., How can a creature be perfectly dependent, entirely 
under the control and within the power of another, and yet be free? 
And all the difficulty here, comes at last upon the how; it lies not in 
the fact ; for the fact that such is the case, is put beyond all doubt by 
the testimony of Scripture and experience. 

Now as this How lies equally in the way of all who admit the exist- 
ence of an omniscient and omnipotent Creator—I say equally in the way 








_ of all such, for this is plainly the case unless they are fatalists—and 


since, moreover, this question is plainly beyond the boundaries of hu- 
man knowledge ; it does not seem to me reasonable to declaim against 
those who admit that the doctrine of divine foreknowledge implies of 
course divine purpose ; and that divine purpose must have been always: 
the same, inasmuch as God is immutable, “the same yesterday, to day, 
and forever.” At any rate, no arguments of an @ priori nature can 
serve to set aside the plain, direct, inevitable meaning of the passage in 
Rom. 8: 28, seq. Nor, if it presents a difficulty, can we free ourselves 
from this, even if we reject revelation. A God almighty and omnis- 
cient, and a creature frail and entirely dependent and yet free, always 
and every where present the same paradox to the human understand- 
ing. The Jew, the Mohammedan, and the Theist, are obliged to en- 
counter it, in common with the Christian of strict creed and principles. 
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EXCURSUS IX. 
On Rom. 9: 17, sig αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐξήγειρά σε. (p. 394.) 


But what is the meaning of the entire assertion, the words of which 
we have thus considered ? es it mean, that God did actively, and 
by his immediate influence on the heart or mind of Pharaoh, excite him or 
rouse him up to do evil, i. e. to continue obstinate and rebellious against 
himself? Or, that God had excited or roused him up, by the various 
plagues sent on him and his people, so that his opposition to letting the 
people of Israel go, had become more active and bitter? The first of 
these meanings is the one which some writers have ventured to give; or, 
at least, they say what seems to imply it. Εἰ, g. Augustine, (De Gratia et 
lib. Arbit. c. 21): His et talibus testimoniis Scripturarum satis manifesta- 
tur operari Deum in cordibus hominum ad inclinandas eorum voluptates 
quocumque voluerit, sive ad bona pro sud misericordid, sive AD MALA pro 
meritis eorum, etc. So Gomar: “Not unjustly does God condemn 
the sinner; for he has ordained the means of condemnation [i. e. sin] ; 
so that he condemns no one, without having first plunged him into sin,” 
Halesii Opp., ed. Mosheim, p. 753. Augustine says, more expressly and 
fully than above, on the verse before us: Excitavi te ut contumacius 
resisteres, non tantum permittendo, sed multa etiam tam intUs quam 
Joris operando. So Anselm: Cum malus esses, prodigiis quasi sopitum 
excitavi, ut in malitia persisteres atque delerior fieres. After quoting this 
passage, Tholuck exclaims: “Is it God or the devil, who speaks thus ?” 
And on the other passages just quoted he says: “Can God say thus to 
men ? [viz. what these comments represent him as saying]; then wo to 
us! for we are mere dwarfs in the hands of an irresistible Cyclops, ere- 
ated and dashed in pieces at his pleasure.” And again: “Then have 
Satan and God exchanged offices. God goeth about as a roaring lion, 
seeking whom he may devour; and Satan exults that the Almighty, 
from whose hand none can escape, places at his disposal the victims of 
his vengeance.” He then goes on to say, that this is just what panthe- 
ism would exult in, viz. that pantheism which abolishes all distinction 
between good and evil. 

These expressions, it must be admitted, bear very hardly on such 
men as Augustine, Anselm, Calvin, Beza, P. Martyr, Paraeus, Gomar, 
and many others. Yet so much we must concede, viz., that the Serip- 
tures not only teach us God’s entire abhorrence of sin, and the freedom 
of man in sinning, but they do also, in so many words, assert that “God 
cannot be tempted with evil, neither tempteth he any man; but every 
man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed,” 
James 1: 13,14. With this direct and unequivocal assertion of an 
apostle before our eyes, an assertion bearing on the specific point of ia- 
ternal excitement to do eyil, how can we take the position of the writers 
above named, and maintain that God operated p1irEctTLy on the heart and 
mind of Pharaoh, in order to harden him and make him more desperate ? 

God does not permit wicked men to say truly that such is the case, 
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in respect to his dealings with them. Thus he says to the Jews: Will 
ye steal, murder, and commit adultery, and swear falsely, and burn 
incense to Baal, and walk after other gods whom ye know not; and 
come and stand before me in this house ,... and say: We are delivered 
[a2bs2, we are reserved] to do all these abominations?” Jer. 7: 9, 10. 
Nay, the Scripture directly decides, that there may be a “determinate 
counsel and foreknowledge of God” respecting a thing which is exceed- 
ingly sinful, and yet that those who are agents in bringing it about may 
be altogether voluntary and guilty, Acts 2:23. Guilty or wicked they 
could not be, unless they were voluntary agents. 

But having advanced thus far, we must go still farther in order to 
obtain satisfaction as to the point in question. This can be obtained, 
only by a considerate and extensive survey of the usus loquendi in the 
Scriptures, with reference to God as the author of all things. There is 
a sense, in which he is the author of all things, yea of all actions. He 
has created all things. Under his control and by his direction and 
power, they come into existence. None but atheists will deny this. He 
continues to hold them all under his control, i.e. he governs the uni- 
verse ; and in him “ we live and move and have our being.” He “directs 
all things after the counsel of his own will;” i. e. he so guides and controls 
all things, all events, all creatures and their actions, as finally to accom- 
plish his own blessed and glorious purposes, both of mercy and of justice. 

The moment we admit him to be an omniscient and omnipotent God, 
that moment we admit that he must have foreseen from eternity all the 
actions of his creatures, all their thoughts and affections and wishes and 
desires. We cannot deny, that, foreseeing al] these with all their con- 
sequences, he brought them into being, and placed them (for surely it 
was he who ordered their lot) in circumstances, where he knew they 
would act as he had foreseen they would. It is impossible to deny 
this, without denying the omniscience of God, and his immutability. 

Now the Seripture most evidently admits and inculeates all these 
truths. Such being the fact, there is plainly a sense in which all things 
‘and events may be ascribed to God. He foreknew them; and his cre- 
ating and governing and controlling power renders it certain that they 
will come to pass; for how could he foreknow what is uncertain? Αο- 
cordingly, the Bible declares that “we live and move and have our 
being in God.” Nay it goes farther than this; however we may stum- 
ble at the expressions, or revolt at the sentiment. It ascribes evil, yea 
moral evil, to God in some sense or other; an assertion which must not 
be hazarded without proof, and which shall be supported by an over- 
whelming mass of examples. Let the reader now turn to the following 
passages and attentively consider them; viz. 2 Sam. 12:11. 16:10. 1K. 
22: 22. Josh. 11: 20. Ps. 105: 25. 1 K. 11: 23. 2 Sam. 24:1. Let him 
next examine the texts, which declare that God hardened the heart 
of one and another; 6. g. of Pharaoh, Ex. 7: 13. 9:12. 10:1, 20, 27. 11: 
10. 14: 8. Rom. 9: 18; of Sihon king of the Amorites, Deut. 2: 30; of 
the Israelites, Is. 63: 17. John 12: 40. Who can read such texts as 
these, and so many, and yet aver that the Scripture teaches us, that there 
js πὸ sense in which it is true, that God hardens the hearts of men ὃ 
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- But the great question yet remains. Does God do this in such a 
way, i. 6. is he so concerned in it, and only so concerned, that man’s free 
agency is still left entire, and so that all the moral blame of his sins is 
to be attributed solely to him? This question we may answer in the 
affirmative. The Bible does indeed speak of God as hardening the 
hearts of men, in some sense or other. In what sense, is not specifi- 
cally said, although it is very plainly implied. That he does this in the 
way of direct influence on the heart or mind, seems to be unequivocally 
denied in James 1: 13, 14. That what we are allowed to attribute to 
him, in respect to the hardening of the heart, can not be any thing 
which takes away the criminality and guilt of men, nor airy thing which 
in any measure abridges the entire freedom of their own actions, is clear 
from the fact, that the sacred writers often und every where ascribe the 
hardening of the heart to the wicked themselves. So, expressly, in res- 
pect to Pharaoh, Ex. 8: 15, 32. 9:34. 1Sam. 6:6; in respect to oth- 
ers, 2 Chron. 36: 13. Ps. 95: 8. Proy, 28: 14, Job 9: 4; and so of hard- 
ening the neck, which for substance has the same meaning, 2 K. 17: 14. 
Jer. 7: 26. 19:15. Prov. 29: 1. Neh. 9: 16, 17, 29. In “other expres- 
sions, the passive voice only is made use of, μέγ χρὴ designating any 
agent; 6. 5. Ex. 7: 22. 8: 19. 9: 7, 35, et alibi. 

With these texts may be compared Is. 6: 10, where the prophet is 
bid to go and make the heart of the people stupid, their ears heavy, and to 
close up their eyes. Read now the comments on this, i in Matt. 13: 15. 
Mark 4: 12. John 12: 40. Acts 28: 26,27. <A comparison of these is 
replete with instruction; for in Is. 6: 10 the prophet is represented as 
hardening the Jews, aslo he declares to them the divine word, and 
they, hearing and rejecting it, become more hardened. In John 12: 40, 
God is represented as hardening their heart, (which seems also to be im- 
plied in Mark 4: 12); while in Matt. 13: 15 and Acts 28: 26, 27, the 
plain and necessary implication is, that the Jews hardened their own 
hearts. Here then is one and the same case, which is represented in 
three different ways. (1) The prophet hardens the Jews. (2) God does 
the same thing. (3) The Jewish people do it themselves. Is all this 
true; or is one part contradictory to another? We may safely answer: 
It is all true. The prophet is said to harden the hearts of the Jews, 
merely because he is the instrument of delivering messages to them; 
while they, in consequence of abusing these, become more hardened 
and guilty. God hardens their hearts, in that by his providence he 
sustains them in life, upholds the use of all their powers, causes the 
prophets to warn ea reprove them, and places them in cir cumstances 
where they must receive these warnings and reproofs. Under this ar- 
rangement of his providence, they become more hardened and wicked. 
In this sense, and in this only, do the Seripuurea, seem to affirm that he 
is concerned with the hardening of men’s hearts. 

_ The Jews hardened their own hearts, inasmuch as they freely and 
voluntarily abused all the blessings and privileges which the providence 
and mercy of God had bemowed upon them, and thus became more 
stupid and corrupt. : 

Surely no one will say, ‘that the prophet (Is. 6: 10) hardens the 
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hearts of the Jews, by direct and positive influence upon them. It is 
not necessary, then, when it is declared that God hardened the heart of 
Pharaoh, to draw the conclusion that this was done by direct and positive 
influence. 'That it is not necessary, can be made clear from the follow- 

ing illustration of Scripture usage. In 2 Sam. 24: 1 it issaid: The Lord 
moved (τ) David to go and number Israel, ete.; which, under the 

circumstances then existing and with the views that David had, was ἃ 
great sin in the sight of heaven, and was punished by a signal judgment 
of God. Here observe, that M971 is applied directly to Jehovah, with- 
out any intimation of a secondary agent or instrument; and so one might 
argue, (as some do in regard to other expressions of the like nature in 
the Scriptures), that God is here asserted to be the direct exciting cause, 
which occasioned David to number Israel, etc. Yet in 1 Chron. 21: 1, 
the very same thing is ascribed to Satan: 4nd Satan moved (ΤῸ) Da- 
vid to go and number Israel, etc. Observe that the very same verb is 
employed in the second case, as in the first. Now as Satan is the 
tempter of men to sin, and as “God tempteth no man,” we must say: 
Here is a clear case, in which that is ascribed to God, which he permits 
or suffers to be brought about under his superintendence or government 
of the universe, by agents of an inferior character. 'This seems, at least, 
to be a clear case; and it is one which has a very important bearing on 
the subject before us. 

It is true, that God roused up Pharaoh, so that he was the occasion 
of the divine power and glory being displayed in all the land of Egypt. 
But was this done by direct and immediate operation in hardening his 
heart; or was it through the signs and wonders, which the power and 
providence of God performed before the eyes and in the country of this 
contumacious monarch? In the latter way, we may safely answer; 
inasmuch as Pharaoh and others are said, in the Scriptures, to harden 
their own hearts. There was another agency here, then, besides that of 
Jehovah ; just as in the case stated above. God in his providence did 
send Moses and Aaron with a commission to make demands on the 
king of Egypt in behalf of the oppressed Hebrews; he sent plagues 
upon Egypt by his miraculous power; and all these things under 
the arrangements of his providence, being brought to act upon Pha- 
raoh, he became worse and worse. The Lord hardened his heart, 
because the Lord was the author of commands and messages and mira- 
cles, which were the occasion of Pharaoh’s hardening his own heart. In 
jusleieh a way, Paul says that our sinful passions are by the law, τὰ πα- 
ϑήματρ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμου, Rom. 7: 5; which he afterwards 
explains by saying, ἦ γὰρ ἁμαρτία ἀφορμὴν λαβοῦσα κ'τ.λ., Rom. 7: 11. 

“μα God was the author of the commands and messages delivered 
by Moses and Aaron to Pharaoh, is clear; that he was the author of 
the judgments inflicted on the land of Egypt, is clear; that he knew 
what effect these would produce on the heart of Pharaoh, is equally 
certain ; and that he designed to turn all this into ultimate good, and 
to glorify himself, the Bible often asserts or implies. There is no dif- 
ficulty then in saying, with reference to all this, and in the sense stated 
above, that God hardened Pharaoh’s heart, or that he roused him up, viz, 





᾿ 


EXCURSUS IX. ON ROM. 9: 17. 573 





by his messages and the miracles which he wrought. — It is a clear case, 
that the active and bitter indignation and contumacy of Pharaoh was 
greatly increased or excited by these doings of divine providence; and 
therefore the sentiment of our text remains true; while, at the same 
time, God is not the author of Pharaoh’s sin, (in the common sense of 
this expression), any more than he is the author of our sin, because he — 
has given us powers and faculties by which we may sin, and with full 
knowledge that we should sin, has placed us ina world where we are of 
course surrounded by temptations and enticements to sin. After all 
this, we are free agents, we sin voluntarily, and we are therefore accoun- 
table for it; all which was equally true of Pharaoh. 

To all that has now been said to illustrate and vindicate the true 
sense of ἐξήγειρα, it may be added, that-the conclusion drawn by the 
apostle in ν. 18, clearly implies that he gave such a sense to vs. 16, 
17 as has been given above: “Therefore he hath merey on whom he 
will, and whom he will he hardeneth.” Now if ἐξήγειρα does not imply 
some kind of agency, something done on the part of God which has a 
connection with the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart, how can the apostle 
deduee the conclusion in v, 18 from the assertion in y. 179: This con- 
sideration alone seems fully and finally to decide the point, in regard to 
the exegesis put upon ἐξήγειρα by Tholuck, who follows the διετηρήϑης 
of the Seventy, and construes it of preserving Pharaoh, i. e. upholding 
him in life, during the continuance of the plagues in Egypt. Six of 
these had already been inflicted, when the words in verse 17 were spok- 
en. Tholuck says, that Pharaoh might have easily been taken off by 
these, and therefore ἐξήγειρα relates, as he maintains, to Pharaoh’s having 
been preserved in life. And in the same way many others have con- 
strued the word ἐξήγειρα. But this will hardly satisfy the demands of 
critical exegesis. The six plagues already inflicted, were, the turning 
of the waters of the Nile into blood, Ex.7: 14, seq. ; the sending of the 
frogs, Ex. 8: 1, seq; of the lice, Ex. 8: 16, seq. ; of the flies, Ex. 8: 20, 
seq. ; the murrain of beasts, Ex. 9: 1, seq. ; and the plague of boils and 
blains, Ex. 9: 8, seq. Now as all these plagues were temporary ; and as 
we have no intimation in the sacred records, that they occasioned the 
loss of human life among the Egyptians ; so there seems to be no spe- 
cial reason, for putting this sense on τ PHVA, viz., Thave preserved thee or 
kept thee alive. . 

And then, if this be adopted, how does the conclusion of the apostle 
in v. 18 follow, viz. ov δὲ ϑέλει, σκληρύνει t ? Does preserving ini Ἢ or 
making one to keep his standing, necessarily import a τὸ σκληρύνειν or 
σχλήρωμαϑ I am altogether unable to see, how Paul could deduce such 
‘a conclusion from such premises. ’ 

I must therefore accede to what seems to be the plain and evident 
meaning of ἐξήγειρα, viz. that God inhis providence did so direct things, 
viz. the warnings to Pharaoh, the commands addressed to him, and the 
‘signs and wonders in his land, that he was excited to more vehement 
resistance and contumely, which ended in his signal overthrow and de- 
‘struction. In all this, Pharaoh was entirely voluntary and free. The 
case differs not, in principle, from what happens every day. As has 
been before remarked, God creates men ; he endows them with powers 
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and faculties which enable them to sin; and places them in a world 
surrounded by temptation; and al] this, knowing certainly that they will 
sin. Every one must agree to this. But are not men free agents still ? 
Do they not sin voluntarily? Does not the blame of this attach entire- 
ly to themselves? Can any part of it be justly charged upon God ? 
Surely not; and if not, then there is a sense in which he may say, that 
he roused up Pharaoh, in order that he might shew forth his power and glory 
in all the earth ; and this, without making himself the proper author of 
sin. Jn one sense, God does all that takes place under his providence 
and government of the world ; for he preservesall creatures, and all worlds, 
and gives them all their powers, faculties, and opportunities of action. 
In another sense, God is not the author of sin: “ God tempteth no man.” 
Man is the proper author of his own sin ; “every man is tempted, when 
“he is drawn away by his own lust, and enticed to sin.” In one sense, 
God hath made all things for himslf, yea, the wicked for the day of evil,” 
Prov. 16: 4; and in the like sense he roused up Pharaoh. So far as he 
is concerned with all this, it is in a way that is perfectly consistent with 
the freedom of men in action; and all his designs are, to bring good 
out of evil, and thus to promote the glory of his own name; as is inti- 
mated in the verse before us. 

All the difficulty, which is involved in these declarations in their full 
extent, is involved in the principle (which even Theism admits) that 
God is omniscient, omnipotent, and immutable. The Deist has, in reality, 
the very same difficulties to cope with here, so far as the free agency 
and the sinfulness of men are concerned, as the evangelical Christian. 
The nodus of the whole, is our ignorance of the manner in which free 
agency and entire dependence, foreknowledge and voluntary action, con- 
sist together and are harmonized. But as fact only is known to us, viz. 
the fact that they do coexist ; and as the manner of their coexistence or 
consistency is beyond the boundaries of human knowledge; so I do not 
see how those, who are stumbled at the subject under consideration, can 
ever satisfy themselves so long as they insist on first knowing the man- 
ner of the consistency, before they admit the fact. 

In the apostle’s time, the very same objection was made to his doc- 

trine, which has been made ever since, and _ is still every day repeated. 
So the verses in the sequel plainly shew us. They show, moreover, 
that the apostle was understood in the same way, as his words seem 
obviously to mean. If not, what ground was there for the aijection 
Ww. raised. 
The difficulty of this subject, the manner in which it has so oli 
been misunderstood and abused, and a wish to contribute, if possible, 
something to remove some of its perplexities from the minds of readers 
who may peruse these pages, are my apology for dwelling so long upon 
it. That there are difficulties still, which remain unexplained, and 
which ever must remain so, while “we know in part,” i.e. while we 
continue in the present world, I do not feel disposed at all to deny. 
But this is confessedly the case, in regard to a multitude of other things, 
which all admit without hesitation ; and this too, even when the modus 
of them remains utterly inexplicable. 
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(The object of this Appendix is, to present a brief view of the most distinguished commentators, 
ancient and modern, upon the epistle to the Romans.] 


Origen’ (#253*), Comm. in Ep. ad Rom., in Vol. IV. ed. de la 
Rue; extant only in the Latin translation of Rufinus, by whom it 
was abridged in some places, and enlarged in others. Like all of 
Origen’s expositions, it contains not a little that is fanciful or arbitra- 
ry ; but it also contains some good hints. 

Chrysostom (7407), Homil. XXXII. in Ep. ad Rom., Vol. IX. 
ed. Montf.; distinguished by much sound interpretation, simplicity 
of representation, elegance of language, and a glowing ardor of piety. 
The master-piece of ancient commentary. 

Augustine (1430), Inchoata Expos. Ep. ad Rom., also Expos. 
quarundam Proposit. ex Ep. ad Rom., in Vol. II. Opp., ed. Benedict. ; 
dogmatic rather than philological, yet not without acuteness. 

Theodoret (7 circa 450); whose commentary is contained in Vol. 
III., ed. Halle. His interpretations are, for the most part, brief, plain, 
grammatical, and direct. But they are not always well studied, nor very 
weighty. He is inferior to Chrysostom, in his remarks on this epistle. 

Oecumenius (cent. 10), Comm. in Ep. Pauli, Paris. 1631; 
contains excerpts from Chrysostom, Photius, Basil, etc., with remarks 
of hisown. They are highly valued by critics. 

Theophylact (cent. 11), Comm. in a Lond. 1630; con- . 
tains an abridgement of Chrysostom, which is very acceptable to the 
beginner in the reading of Greek commentary; even more so than 
the original, as it is exceedingly easy and plain. Ν 

Besides these, there is ἃ Comm. οἵ Pelagius, printed in Hieron. 
Opp., Tom. V. ed. Mart., abridged and augmented by Cassiodorus, 
so that what is genuine can no longer be certainly ascertained. Also 
Hilary (commonly named Ambrosiaster ) published a Comm. on the 13 
Epist. of Paul. It is of little value. Whothis Hilary was, is unknown. 

_ Thomas Aquinas (+1274), Comm. in Ep. Pauli, Ant. 1591; con- 
tains some very acute theological commentary; philological, is not 


to be expected from him. 

Erasmus (+1536), Paraphrasis in Ep. ad Rom., in Crit. Sacllfom. 
VII. ; fine Latin, and many good remarks. The-main object of the 
epistle he does not seem to have rightly apprehended. 

Calvin, Comm. etc., in Opp., Tom. VII. ; fundamental investiga- 
tion of the logic and course of thought contained in the epistle ; very 
little verbal criticism. Many a difficulty is solved, without any ap~ 
pearance of effort, or any show of learning. Calvin is by far the most. 
distinguished of all the commentators of his times. 

_ Melancthon and Zuingle wrote Scholia merely, on the Ep. to the 
Romans. Both exhibit good hints, but not much philology. Their 
Notes are contained in their respective Works. 
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Beza (+1605), Nov. Test., 1598. His Notes on Rom. are valua- 
ble in a grammatical and philological point of view. He was an excel- 
‘lent Greek scholar ; and his notes are almost always worth consulting. 

Bucer (+1551), Metaphrases et Enarrationes Ep. Pauli, 1536; dis- 
tinguished for natural and artless interpretation, and a good talent 
for this department of labour. 

Grotius (+1645), Comm. in Opp.; also separately, Par. 1644, 2 Vol. 
Remarks philological, grammatical, historical, antiquarian, etc., distin- 
guish all the exegetical works of Grotius, beyond those of any writer be- 
fore him, or in his day. ‘‘ The shell he takes off with wonderful dex- 
terity ; but the nut he seldom tastes, and still more seldom relishes.” 

Hunnius, Justinian, Cornelius a Lapide, Baldwin, Cocceius, Seb. 
Schmidt, Limborch, S. J. Baumgarten, J. B. Carpzov, Wolf, Heu- 
mann, C. Schmid, have all written commentaries, more or less, on the 
Ep. tothe Romans. Some good things may be found in most of them; 
but hardly enough to repay the trouble of reading, at the present day. 

In the Critict Sacri (Amstelod.), are contained the Comm. of Val- 
Ja, Revius, Erasmus, Vatablus, Castalio, Clarius, Zegerus, Drusius, 
Casaubonus, Gaultrerius, Cameronius, Jac. and Ludov. Capellus, and 
Grotius. Of these, Drusius, Erasmus, Clarius, Grotius, Cameronius, 
and J. Capellus, are especially worth consulting. Ὡ 

J. A. Turretin (+1737), Praelectiones in Ep. ad Romanos, (in Opp.); 
of distinguished exegetical talent; for the most part, his interpreta- 
tion is simple and natural, and adorned with some admirable referen- 
ces to the classics. A truly multum in parvo book. 

Koppe (+1791), in Novo Test. Koppiano. The manner of the in- 


terpretation is good, being.simple and philological. But Koppe had 


not deeply studied the epistle; nor does he seem to have imbibed the 
true spirit of it. 

᾿ Besides the commentators in form, already named, there are sev- 
eral important subsidiary works ; 6. g. Schéttgen, Horae Talmudicae, 
Tom. II. Elsner, Observatt. Sacrae, Tom. II. Kypke, Observatt. Sac. 
Tom. 11. Bauer, Philol. Thucyd. Paulina. Raphel, Annott. Philol. in 
N. Test. ex Xenophonte, etc., Vol. 11. Palairet, Observ. Philol. Crit. 
in N. Test. Krebs, Observat.e Josepho. Losner, Observat. e Philone. 
Minthe, Observ.e Diodoro. Rambach, Introduct. histor. theol. in Ep. 
Pauli ad Romanos. 

most recent works on the epistle to the Romans, from the 
con t of Europe, are those of Flatt and Tholuck; both of them 
excellent ; but especially the latter Tholuck has much the advantage 
as a philologist. The latest work, by W. Benecke, has not yet come 
to hand. 

-'The English works on the epistle to the Romans, are too well 
known to need recommending here. Henry, Whitby, Doddridge, 
Guise, John Taylor, Macknight, Scott, A. Clark, and many oth- 
ers, have written more or less upon this epistle. 


THE END. 
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